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Florida Power & Light Company FPL
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Executive Summary

Integrated resource planning (IRP) is a utility process that includes a cost-effective combination
of demand-side resources and supply-side resources. While each utility has slightly different
approaches to IRP, some things are consistent across the industry. Each utility must update its load
forecast assumptions based on Florida Public Service Commission (Commission) decisions in
various dockets, such as demand-side management goals. Changes in government mandates, such
as appliance efficiency standards, building codes, and environmental requirements must also be
considered. Other updates involve input assumptions like demographics, financial parameters,
generating unit operating characteristics, and fuel costs which are more fluid and do not require
prior approval by the Commission. Each utility then conducts a reliability analysis to determine
when resources may be needed to meet expected load. Next, an initial screening of demand-side
and supply-side resources is performed to find candidates that meet the expected resource need.
The demand-side and supply-side resources are combined in various scenarios to decide which
combination meets the need most cost-effectively. After the completion of all these components,
utility management reviews the results of the varying analyses and the utility’s Ten-Year Site Plan
(TYSP) is produced as the culmination of the IRP process. Commission Rules also require the
utilities to provide aggregate data which provides an overview of the State of Florida electric grid.

The Commission’s annual review of utility Ten-Year Site Plans is non-binding as required by
Florida Statutes, but it does provide state, regional, and local agencies advance notice of proposed
power plants and transmission facilities. Any concerns identified during the review of the utilities’
Ten-Year Site Plans may be addressed by the Commission at a formal public hearing, such as a
power plant need determination proceeding. While Florida Statutes and Commission Rules do not
specifically define IRP, they do provide a solid framework for flexible, cost-effective utility
resource planning. In this way, the Commission fulfills its oversight and regulatory responsibilities
while leaving day-to-day planning and operations to utility management.

Pursuant to Section 186.801, Florida Statutes (F.S.), each generating electric utility must submit
to the Commission a Ten-Year Site Plan which estimates the utility’s power generating needs and
the general locations of its proposed power plant sites over a 10-year planning horizon. The Ten-
Year Site Plans of Florida’s electric utilities summarize the results of each utility’s IRP process
and identifies proposed power plants and transmission facilities. The Commission is required to
perform a preliminary study of each plan and classify each one as either “suitable” or “unsuitable.”
This document represents the review of the 2020 Ten-Y ear Site Plans for Florida’s electric utilities,
filed by 11 reporting utilities.!

! Investor-owned utilities filing 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans include Florida Power & Light Company (FPL), Duke
Energy Florida, LLC. (DEF), Tampa Electric Company (TECO), and Gulf Power Company (GPC). Municipal utilities
filing 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans include Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA), Gainesville Regional Utilities
(GRU), JEA (formerly Jacksonville Electric Authority), Lakeland Electric (LAK), Orlando Utilities Commission
(OUCQ), and City of Tallahassee Utilities (TAL). Seminole Electric Cooperative (SEC) also filed a 2020 Ten-Year Site
Plan.



The 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans were filed with the Commission on April 1, 2020, and were prepared
by the utilities before the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. Consequently, these Ten-Year Site
Plans do not include information with respect to any potential impacts caused by the pandemic.

All findings of the Commission are made available to the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection for its consideration at any subsequent certification proceeding pursuant to the
Electrical Power Plant Siting Act or the Electric Transmission Line Siting Act.? In addition, this
document is sent to the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services pursuant to
Section 377.703(2)(e), F.S., which requires the Commission provide a report on electricity and
natural gas forecasts.

Review of the 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans

The Commission has divided this review into two portions: (1) a Statewide Perspective, which
covers the whole of Florida; and (2) Utility Perspectives, which address each of the reporting
utilities. From a statewide perspective, the Commission has reviewed the implications of the
combined trends of Florida’s electric utilities regarding load forecasting, renewable generation,
and traditional generation.

Load Forecasting

Forecasting load growth is an important component of system planning for Florida’s electric
utilities. Florida’s electric utilities reduce the rate of growth in customer peak demand and annual
energy consumption through demand-side management programs. The Commission, through its
authority granted by Sections 366.80 through 366.83 and Section 403.519, F.S., otherwise known
as the Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act (FEECA), encourages demand-side
management by establishing goals for the reduction of seasonal peak demand and annual energy
consumption for those utilities under its jurisdiction. Figure 1 details these trends.

2 The Electrical Power Plant Siting Act is Sections 403.501 through 403.518, F.S. Pursuant to Section 403.519, F.S.,
the Commission is the exclusive forum for the determination of need for an electrical power plant. The Electric
Transmission Line Siting Act is Sections 403.52 through 403.5365, F.S. Pursuant to Section 403.537, F.S., the
Commission is the sole forum for the determination of need for a transmission line.



Figure 1: State of Florida - Growth in Customers and Sales
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Renewable Generation

Renewable resources continue to expand in Florida, with approximately 4,254 megawatts (MW)
of renewable generating capacity currently in Florida. The majority of installed renewable capacity
is represented by solar, municipal solid waste, and biomass. These make up approximately 85
percent of Florida’s renewables. Notably, Florida electric customers had installed 514 MW of
demand-side renewable capacity by the end of 2019, resulting in an increase of 62 percent from
2018.

Florida’s total renewable resources are expected to increase by an estimated 13,212 MW over the
10-year planning period, excluding any potential demand-side renewable energy additions. Solar
photovoltaic (PV) generation accounts for all of this increase. Some utilities are including a portion
of these solar resources as a firm resource for reliability considerations. Reasons given for these
additions are the continued reduction in the price of solar facilities, availability of utility property
with access to the grid, and actual performance data obtained during solar demonstration projects.
If these conditions continue, cost-effective forms of renewable generation will continue to improve
the state’s fuel diversity and reduce dependence on fossil fuels.

Traditional Generation

Generating capacity within Florida is anticipated to grow to meet the increase in customer demand,
with an approximate net increase of 1,744 MW of traditional generation over the planning horizon.
Natural gas electric generation, as a percent of net energy for load (NEL), is expected to decline
slightly over the planning horizon, with usage in 2029 anticipated to be approximately 62 percent
of NEL. Figure 2 illustrates the use of natural gas as a generating fuel for electricity production in
Florida.



Figure 2: State of Florida - Natural Gas Generation
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Figure 3 illustrates the present and future aggregate capacity mix of Florida based on the 2020
Ten-Year Site Plans. The capacity values in Figure 3 incorporate all proposed additions, changes,
and retirements planned during the 10-year period. While natural gas-fired generating units
represent a majority of capacity within the state, renewable capacity additions make up the
majority of the projected net increase in generation capacity over the planning period. Given its
projected net increase, renewable capacity is expected to surpass coal generation during the 10-
year planning period, becoming the second highest installed capacity source in the state.

Figure 3: State of Florida - Current and Projected Installed Capacity by Fuel
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As noted previously, the primary purpose of this review is to provide information regarding
proposed electric power plants for local and state agencies to assist in the certification process.
During the next 10 years, there are no new units planned that require a determination of need from
the Commission.

Future Concerns

Florida’s electric utilities must also consider changes in environmental regulations associated with
existing generators and planned generation to meet Florida’s electric needs. Developments in U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations may impact Florida’s existing generation
fleet and proposed new facilities. For example, on August 21, 2018, as part of its proposed
Affordable Clean Energy (ACE) rule (which addresses carbon dioxide air emissions), the EPA
proposed updates to the New Source Review permitting program that may impact utility decisions
regarding power plant modifications and reconstruction. While the ACE rule has been finalized,
the EPA has taken no final actions regarding the New Source Review permitting program. These
and other relevant EPA actions are further discussed on pages 36 and 37. Any recent regulatory
developments will be addressed in a subsequent Ten-Year Site Plan review.

Conclusion

The Commission has reviewed the 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans of Florida’s electric utilities and finds
that the projections of load growth appear reasonable. The reporting utilities have identified
sufficient additional generation facilities to maintain an adequate supply of electricity at a
reasonable cost. The Commission will continue to monitor the impact of current and proposed
EPA Rules and the state’s dependence on natural gas for electricity production.

Based on its review, the Commission finds the 2020 Ten-Y ear Site Plans to be suitable for planning
purposes. Since the plans are not a binding plan of action for electric utilities, the Commission’s
classification of these plans as suitable or unsuitable does not constitute a finding or determination
in docketed matters before the Commission. The Commission may address any concerns raised by
a utility’s Ten-Year Site Plan at a public hearing.






Introduction

The Ten-Year Site Plans of Florida’s electric utilities are the culmination of an integrated resource
plan which is designed to give state, regional, and local agencies advance notice of proposed power
plants and transmission facilities. The Commission receives comments from these agencies
regarding any issues with which they may have concerns. The TYSPs are planning documents that
contain tentative data that is subject to change by the utilities upon written notification to the
Commission.

For any new proposed power plants and transmission facilities, certification proceedings under the
Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act, Sections 403.501 through 403.518, F.S., or the Florida
Electric Transmission Line Siting Act, Sections 403.52 through 403.5365, F.S., will include more
detailed information than is provided in the TYSPs. The Commission is the exclusive forum for
determination of need for electrical power plants, pursuant to Section 403.519, F.S., and for
transmission lines, pursuant to Section 403.537, F.S. The TYSPs are not intended to be
comprehensive, and therefore may not have sufficient information to allow regional planning
councils, water management districts, and other reviewing state and local agencies to evaluate site-
specific issues within their respective jurisdictions. Other regulatory processes may require the
electric utilities to provide additional information as needed.

Statutory Authority

Section 186.801, F.S., requires all major generating electric utilities submit a Ten-Year Site Plan
to the Commission at least every two years. Based on these filings, the Commission performs a
preliminary study of each Plan and makes a non-binding determination as to whether it is suitable
or unsuitable. The results of the Commission’s study are contained in this report and are forwarded
to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection for use in subsequent proceedings. In
addition, Section 377.703(2)(e), F.S., requires the Commission to collect and analyze energy
forecasts, specifically for electricity and natural gas, and forward this information to the
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services. The Commission has adopted Rules 25-22.070
through 25-22.072, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) in order to fulfill these statutory
requirements and provide a solid framework for flexible, cost-effective utility resource planning.
In this way, the Commission fulfills its oversight and regulatory responsibilities while leaving day-
to-day planning and operations to utility management.

Applicable Utilities

Florida is served by 57 electric utilities, including 5 investor-owned utilities, 34 municipal utilities,
and 18 rural electric cooperatives. Pursuant to Rule 25-22.071(1), F.A.C., only generating electric
utilities with an existing capacity above 250 megawatts (MW) or a planned unit with a capacity of
75 MW or greater are required to file a Ten-Year Site Plan with the Commission every year.

In 2020, 11 utilities met these requirements and filed a Ten-Year Site Plan, including 4 investor-
owned utilities, 6 municipal utilities, and 1 rural electric cooperative. The investor-owned utilities,
in order of size, are Florida Power & Light Company (FPL), Duke Energy Florida, LLC (DEF),
Tampa Electric Company (TECO), and Gulf Power Company (GPC). The municipal utilities, in
alphabetical order, are Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA), Gainesville Regional Utilities
(GRU), JEA (formerly Jacksonville Electric Authority), Lakeland Electric (LAK), Orlando



Utilities Commission (OUC), and City of Tallahassee Utilities (TAL). The sole rural electric
cooperative filing a 2020 Plan is Seminole Electric Cooperative (SEC). Collectively, these utilities
are referred to as the Ten-Year Site Plan Utilities (TYSP Utilities).

Figure 4 illustrates the comparative size of the TYSP Ultilities, in terms of each utility’s percentage
share of the state’s retail energy sales in 2019. Combined, the reporting investor-owned utilities
account for 78 percent of the state’s retail energy sales. The reporting municipal and cooperative
utilities make up approximately 20 percent of the state’s retail energy sales.

Figure 4: TYSP Utilities - Comparison of Reporting Electric Utility Size
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Required Content

The Commission requires each reporting utility to provide information on a variety of topics.
Schedules describe the utility’s existing generation fleet, customer composition, demand and
energy forecasts, fuel requirements, reserve margins, changes to existing capacity, and proposed
power plants and transmission lines. The utilities also provide a narrative documenting the
methodologies used to forecast customer demand and the identification of resources to meet that
demand over the 10-year planning period. This information, supplemented by additional data
requests, provides the basis of the Commission’s review.

Additional Resources

The Florida Reliability Coordinating Council (FRCC) is tasked with reporting and collecting
information on both a statewide basis and for Peninsular Florida, which excludes the area west of
the Apalachicola River. This provides aggregate data for the Commission’s review. Each year, the
FRCC publishes a Regional Load and Resource Plan, which contains historic and forecast data on
demand and energy, capacity and reserves, and proposed new generating units and transmission
line additions. For certain comparisons, the Commission employs additional data from various
government agencies, including the Energy Information Administration and the Florida
Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles.



The Commission held a public workshop on August 18, 2020, to facilitate discussion of the annual
planning process and allow for public comments. A presentation was conducted by the FRCC
summarizing the 2020 Regional Load and Resource Plan and other related matters, including fuel
supply reliability and the reliability considerations of utility solar generation additions. Additional
presentations were made by FPL, GPC, TECO, the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, and Vote
Solar. Several members of the public also provided comments.

Structure of the Commission’s Review

The Commission’s review is divided into multiple sections. The Statewide Perspective provides
an overview of Florida as a whole, including discussions of load forecasting, renewable generation,
and traditional generation. The Utility Perspectives provides more focus, discussing the various
issues facing each electric utility and its unique situation. Comments collected from various review
agencies, local governments, and other organizations are included in Appendix A.

Conclusion

Based on its review, the Commission finds all 11 reporting utilities’ 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans to
be suitable for planning purposes. During its review, the Commission has determined that the
projections for load growth appear reasonable and that the reporting utilities have identified
sufficient generation facilities to maintain an adequate supply of electricity at a reasonable cost.

The Commission notes that the Ten-Year Site Plans are non-binding, and a classification of
suitable does not constitute a finding or determination in any docketed matter before the
Commission, nor an approval of all planning assumptions contained within the Ten-Year Site
Plans. The Commission may address any concerns raised by a utility’s Ten-Year Site Plan at a
public hearing.






Statewide Perspective
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Load Forecasting

Forecasting load growth is an important component of the IRP process for Florida’s electric
utilities. In order to maintain system reliability, utilities must be prepared for future changes in
electricity consumption, including changes to the number of electric customers, customer usage
patterns, building codes, appliance efficiency standards, new technologies, and the role of demand-
side management.

Electric Customer Composition

Utility companies categorize their customers by residential, commercial, and industrial classes. As
of January 1, 2020, residential customers account for 88.8 percent of the total, followed by
commercial (11.0 percent) and industrial (0.2 percent) customers, as illustrated in Figure 5.
Commercial and industrial customers make up a sizeable percentage of energy sales due to their
higher energy usage per customer.

Figure 5: State of Florida - Electric Customer Composition in 2019
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Residential customers in Florida make up the largest portion of retail energy sales. Florida’s
residential customers accounted for 53.9 percent of retail energy sales in 2019, compared to a
national average of 38.3 percent.® As a result, Florida’s utilities are influenced more by trends in
residential energy usage, which tend to be associated with weather conditions. In addition,
Florida’s residential customers rely more upon electricity for heating than the national average,
with only a small portion using alternate fuels such as natural gas or oil for home heating needs.

3 U.S. Energy Information Administration June 2020 Electric Power Monthly.
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Florida’s unique climate plays an important role in electric utility planning, with the highest
number of cooling degree days and lowest number of heating degree days within the continental
United States, as shown in Figure 6. Other states tend to rely upon alternative fuels for heating,
but Florida’s heavy use of electricity results in high winter peak demand.

Figure 6: National - Climate Data by State (Continental US)
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Growth Projections

For the next 10-year period, Florida’s retail energy sales, weather normalized, are projected to
grow at 0.81 percent per year, compared to the 0.32 percent actual annual increase experienced
during the 2010-2019 period. The number of Florida’s electric utility customers is anticipated to
grow at an average annual rate of about 0.79 percent for the next 10-year period, compared to the
1.08 percent actual annual increase experienced during the last decade. These trends are showcased
in Figure 7.
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Figure 7: State of Florida - Growth in Customers and Sales
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The projected retail energy sales trend reflects the product of the utilities’ forecasted number of
customers and forecasted energy consumption per customer. The key factor affecting utilities’
number of customers is population growth. The key factors affecting utilities’ use-per-customer
includes weather, the economy, energy prices, and energy efficiency; hence, the corresponding
information is utilized to develop the forecast models for projecting the future growth of use-per-
customer. The projected growth rate of retail energy sales is impacted by these underlying key
factors.

Figure 7 shows that the forecasted annual customer growth rates are expected to decelerate to some
extent starting in 2023. Based on the information provided by the utilities, the projected total
number of customers of FPL and GPC combined is approximately 5.7 million, or approximately
53.4 percent of the state’s total retail customers in 2022. Their combined annual average customer
growth rate would reach a peak at that time then start to decrease slightly for the rest of the forecast
period. The projected total number of customers of DEF is approximately 1.9 million customers,
or approximately 18.0 percent of the state’s total retail customers in 2023. The annual average
customer growth rate of DEF is expected to reach a peak in 2023 then start to decrease somewhat
each year for the rest of the forecast period. Also, TECO and other utilities have each projected a
reduced annual customer growth rate throughout the forecast period in their respective 2020
TYSPs, compared to the forecast presented in the 2019 TYSPs. This statewide slowdown in
customer growth is largely attributed to the reduced projections of population and housing starts
prepared by the vendor consultants upon which the forecasts of utilities’ customer growth were
developed. More details are discussed in the Utilities Perspective portion of this report.

With respect to the energy consumption per customer forecasts, FPL and GPC indicated that
improvements to energy efficiency are expected to continuously play a role in the growth of per
customer energy usage over the next several years. DEF reported that, for residential and
commercial classes, the non-weather trends in per customer usage are primarily driven by
fluctuations in electric price, end-use appliance saturation and efficiency improvement, building
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codes, and housing type/size. The utility also noted that customer self-generation has begun to
make an impact. A small percentage of industrial/commercial customers have chosen to install
their own natural gas generation, and some residential and commercial customers have installed
solar panels behind their meters. However, DEF pointed out that the penetration of plug-in electric
vehicles has grown, leading to an increase in residential use per customer. TECO confirmed that
increases in appliance/lighting efficiencies, energy efficiency of new homes, conservation efforts
and housing mix are the primary drivers affecting the per customer usage. Other TYSP Ultilities
also revealed that the downward pressure to the growth trend of per customer energy consumption
is due to advancements in efficient technologies, renewable generation, and alternative energy
sources.

The aforementioned forecasts of customers and energy sales were developed before the onset of
the COVID-19 pandemic which significantly affected the global and US economies. The
magnitude of the pandemic’s impact on Florida’s energy industry is still highly uncertain.
However, most of the TYSP Utilities have experienced negative impacts in the first half of 2020,
and further reductions are expected in energy sales for 2020 through 2022 compared to the energy
sales projected in the Utilities’ 2020 TYSPs.

Peak Demand

The aggregation of each individual customer’s electric consumption must be met at all times by
Florida’s electric utilities to ensure reliable service. The time at which customers demand the most
energy simultaneously is referred to as peak demand. While retail energy sales dictate the amount
of fuel consumed by the electric utilities to deliver energy, peak demand determines the amount of
generating capacity required to deliver that energy at a single moment in time.

Seasonal weather patterns are a primary factor, with peak demands calculated separately for the
summer and winter periods annually. The influence of residential customers is evident in the
determination of these seasonal peaks, as they correspond to times of increased usage to meet
home heating (winter) and cooling (summer) demand. Figure 8 illustrates a daily load curve for a
typical day for each season. In summer, air-conditioning needs increase throughout the day,
climbing steadily until a peak is reached in the late afternoon and then declining into the evening.
In winter, electric heat and electric water heating produce a higher base level of usage, with a large
spike in the morning and a smaller spike in the evening.
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Figure 8: TYSP Ultilities - Example Daily Load Curves
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Florida is typically a summer-peaking state, meaning that the summer peak demand generally
exceeds winter peak demand, and therefore controls the amount of generation required. Higher
temperatures in summer also reduce the efficiency of generation, with high water temperatures
reducing the quality of cooling provided, and can sometimes limit the quantity as units may be
required to operate at reduced power or go offline based on environmental permits. Conversely, in
winter, utilities can take advantage of lower ambient air and water temperatures to produce more
electricity from a power plant.

As daily load varies, so do seasonal loads. Figure 9 shows the 2019 daily peak demand as a
percentage of the annual peak demand for the reporting investor-owned utilities combined.
Typically, winter peaks are short events while summer demand tends to stay at near peak levels
for longer periods. A particularly mild winter in 2019 reduced the winter seasonal demand peaks
due to reduced heating load. The periods between seasonal peaks are referred to as shoulder
months, in which the utilities take advantage of lower demand to perform maintenance without
impacting their ability to meet daily peak demand.
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Figure 9: TYSP Ultilities - Daily Peak Demand (2019 Actual)
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Florida’s utilities assume normalized weather in forecasts of peak demand. During operation of
their systems, they continuously monitor short-term weather patterns. Utilities adjust maintenance
schedules to ensure the highest unit availability during the utility’s projected peak demand,
bringing units back online if necessary or delaying maintenance until after a weather system has
passed.

Electric Vehicles

Utilities also examine other trends that may impact customer peak demand and energy
consumption. These include new sources of energy consumption, such as electric vehicles. The
reporting electric utilities estimate approximately 69,621 electric plug-in vehicles will be operating
in Florida by the end of 2020. The Florida Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles
lists the number of registered automobiles, heavy trucks, and buses in Florida, as of January 5,
2020, at 17.1 million vehicles, resulting in an approximate 0.41percent penetration rate of electric
vehicles.*

Florida’s electric utilities anticipate growth in the electric vehicle market, as illustrated in Table 1.
Electric vehicle ownership is anticipated to grow rapidly throughout the planning period, resulting
in approximately 646,199 electric vehicles operating within the electric service territories by the
end of 2029.

4 Florida Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles January 2020 Vehicle and Vessel Reports and Statistics.
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Table 1: TYSP Utilities - Estimated Number of Electric Vehicles by Service Territory

YEAR FPL DEF TECO GPC GRU | JEA | TAL | TOTAL
2020 43,419 | 15,300 | 5,459 1,886 350 | 1,801 | 1,406 69,621
2021 55,982 | 21,860 | 6,530 2,293 409 | 2,115 | 1,420 90,609
2022 71,165 | 30,491 7,815 2,787 478 | 2,438 | 1,435 | 116,608
2023 90,926 | 41,025 | 9,321 3,387 558 1 2,767 | 1,449 | 149,433
2024 | 122,493 | 53,666 | 11,052 4,117 653 | 3,106 | 1,463 | 196,550
2025 | 161,955 | 69,019 | 13,049 5,004 755 | 3,456 | 1,478 | 254,717
2026 | 211,256 | 86,038 | 15,183 6,082 872 | 3,820 | 1,493 | 324,744
2027 | 272,823 | 104,722 | 17,456 7,393 | 1,009 | 4,196 | 1,508 | 409,106
2028 | 352,842 | 125,363 | 19,869 8,985 | 1,166 | 4,589 | 1,524 | 514,339
2029 | 456,836 | 148,071 | 22,425 10,921 | 1,349 | 4,997 | 1,600 | 646,199

Source: TYSP Utilities’ Data Responses

The major drivers of electric vehicle growth include lower fuel costs and emissions, increased
availability of charging infrastructure, and federal tax credits and state incentives associated with
the purchase of an electric vehicle.

Private entities, municipalities, government agencies, and recently electric utilities are expanding
charging infrastructure throughout the state to meet this expected growth in electric vehicles as
well as to promote electric vehicle ownership. In March 2020, the Florida Legislature passed
CS/SB 7018, a bill which contains various provisions relating to essential state infrastructure,
including provisions relating to development of a recommended plan for electric vehicle charging
stations along Florida’s highway system.® In June 2020, the legislation was signed by Governor
DeSantis. The bill requires the Florida Department of Transportation, in consultation with the
Commission and the State Energy Office, to coordinate, develop, and recommend a master plan
for the development of electric vehicle charging station infrastructure along the State Highway
System, due to the Governor and the Legislature by July 1, 2021. The Commission’s duties in
support of the development of the master plan include: projecting the deployment of electric
vehicles in Florida over the next 20 years, comparing the types of electric vehicle charging stations
now and in the future, considering strategies to develop this supply of charging stations, identifying
regulatory structures necessary for the delivery of electricity to charging stations, and reviewing
emerging technologies in the electric and alternative vehicle market, including alternative fuel
sources. In addition, on July 10, 2020, Governor DeSantis announced an $8.6 million dollar
investment to expand the state’s charging stations by 50 percent along the most traveled corridors.®
Table 2 illustrates the TYSP Utilities’ projected counts of public plug-in electric vehicle (PEV)
charging stations throughout the ten-year planning period, resulting in approximately 7,047
charging stations by 2029. The estimated PEV charging station counts listed in Table 2 include
both normal and “quick-charge” public charging stations.’

5 CS/SB 7018, 2020 Senate, 2020 Reg. Sess. (FL. 2020).

¢ “Governor Ron DeSantis Announces Next Steps to Strengthen Florida's Electric Vehicle Infrastructure,” July 10,
2020, www.flgov.com/2020/07/10/governor-ron-desantis-announces-next-steps-to-strengthen-floridas-electric-
vehicle-infrastructure/., accessed on August 10, 2020.

7 “Quick-charge” PEV charging stations are those that require a service drop greater than 240 volts and/or use three-
phase power.
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Table 2: TYSP Utilities - Estimated Number of Public PEV
Charging Stations by Service Territory
YEAR | FPL | TECO | GPC | GRU | JEA | TAL | TOTAL

2020 999 340 53 22 91 34 1,539
2021 1,300 386 68 24 105 34 1,918
2022 | 1,629 433 86 26 120 34 2,327

2023 | 1,981 479 104 28 135 34 2,760
2024 | 2,375 525 125 30 150 34 3,239
2025 | 2,827 571 149 33 166 38 3,784
2026 | 3,365 617 177 36 182 38 4,415
2027 | 4,005 663 210 39 199 38 5,154
2028 | 4,766 710 251 42 217 40 6,026
2029 | 5,673 756 298 45 235 40 7,047
Source: TYSP Utilities” Data Responses

* Quick-charge PEV station counts included in total Number of Public PEV Charging Stations.
* DEF did not provide estimates of the number of public PEV charging stations in their service territory.

Table 3 illustrates the TYSP Utilities’ projections of energy consumed by electric vehicles through
2029. Across the TYSP utilities, anticipated growth would result in an annual energy consumption
of 2,254.4 GWh by 2029. Despite this relatively rapid growth rate, current estimates represent an
impact of less than 1 percent on net energy for load by 2029.

Table 3: TYSP Utilities - Estimated Electric Vehicle Annual Energy Consumption (GWh)
YEAR | FPL DEF TECO | GPC GRU | JEA | TOTAL
2020 41.5 5.7 23.1 1.3 1.3 73 80.2
2021 88.1 23.1 27.6 2.9 1.5 9.1 152.1
2022 147.7 49.6 329 4.8 1.7 10.6 247.2
2023 226.0 83.4 39.2 7.1 2.0 12.1 369.8
2024 349.5 125.2 46.4 9.9 24 13.6 547.0
2025 504.1 175.6 54.6 13.3 2.7 15.2 765.6
2026 696.3 234.8 63.5 17.5 3.1 169 | 1,032.1
2027 934.4 300.5 72.9 22.6 3.6 18.7 | 1,352.6
2028 | 1,243.4 373.8 82.8 28.7 4.2 20.5 | 1,753.5
2029 | 1,644.0 453.5 93.4 36.2 4.9 224 | 2,254.4

Source: TYSP Utilities” Data Responses
*TAL did not provide estimates of electric vehicle annual energy consumption.

The effect of increased electric vehicle ownership on peak demand is difficult to determine. While
comparable in electric demand to a home air conditioning system, the time of charging and whether
charging would be shifted away from periods of peak demand are uncertain. As electric vehicle
ownership increases, the projected impacts of electric vehicles on system peak demand should
become clearer and electric utilities will be better positioned to respond accordingly.
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In order to investigate potential unknowns associated with the electric vehicle energy market in
Florida, several utilities, as part of rate case settlement agreements, have initiated electric vehicle
pilot programs. The nature of these pilot programs vary among utilities, but include investments
in vehicle charging infrastructure, research partnerships, and electric vehicle rebate programs.
Utilities will note key findings and track metrics of interest within these pilot programs to help
inform the Commission regarding the future power needs of electric vehicles in Florida.

Demand-Side Management

Florida’s electric utilities also consider how the efficiency of customer energy consumption
changes over the planning period. Changes in government mandates, such as building codes and
appliance efficiency standards, reduce the amount of energy consumption for new construction
and electric equipment. Electric customers, through the power of choice, can elect to engage in
behaviors that decrease peak load or annual energy usage. Examples include: turning off lights and
fans in vacant rooms, increasing thermostat settings, and purchasing appliances that go beyond
efficiency standards. While a certain portion of customers will engage in these activities without
incentives due to economic, aesthetic, or environmental concerns, other customers may lack
information or require additional incentives. Demand-side management (DSM) represents an area
where Florida’s electric utilities can empower and educate its customers to make choices that
reduce peak load and annual energy consumption.

Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act (FEECA)

The Florida Legislature has directed the Commission to encourage utilities to decrease the growth
rates in seasonal peak demand and annual energy consumption by establishing FEECA, which
consists of Sections 366.80 through 366.83 and Section 403.519, F.S. Under FEECA, the
Commission is required to set goals for seasonal demand and annual energy reduction for seven
electric utilities and one natural gas utility, known as the FEECA Utilities. These include the five
investor-owned electric utilities, FPL, DEF, TECO, GPC, and Florida Public Utility Company
(which is a non-generating utility and therefore does not file a Ten-Year Site Plan), two municipal
electric utilities, JEA and OUC, and an investor-owned natural gas utility, Peoples Gas System.
The electric FEECA utilities represented approximately 87 percent of 2019 retail electric sales in
Florida.

The FEECA Utilities currently offer demand-side management programs for residential,
commercial, and industrial customers. Energy audit programs are designed to provide an overview
of customer energy usage and to evaluate conservation opportunities, including behavioral
changes, low-cost measures customers can undertake themselves, and participation in utility-
sponsored DSM programs.

The last FEECA goal-setting proceeding was completed in November 2019, establishing goals for
the period 2020 through 2024. The Commission found that it was in the public interest to continue
with the goals established in the 2014 FEECA goal-setting proceeding. All FEECA Ultilities that
filed a TYSP incorporated in their planning the impacts of the established DSM goals through
2024.
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Each FEECA electric utility was required to submit a proposed DSM Plan designed to meet the
goals established in the most recent FEECA goal-setting proceeding within 90 days of the final
order establishing the goals. Each FEECA electric utility submitted a proposed DSM Plan on or
before February 24, 2020. On May 12, 2020, and June 24, 2020, the Commission approved the
DSM Plans proposed by OUC and JEA, respectively. On July 7, 2020, the Commission voted to
approve the DSM Plans proposed by the remaining FEECA electric utilities.

DSM Programs

DSM Programs generally are divided into three categories: interruptible load, load management,
and energy efficiency. The first two are considered dispatchable, and are collectively known as
demand response, meaning that the utility can call upon them during a period of peak demand or
other reliability concerns, but otherwise they are not utilized. In contrast, energy efficiency
measures are considered passive and are always working to reduce customer demand and energy
consumption.

Interruptible load is achieved through the use of agreements with large customers to allow the
utility to interrupt the customer’s load, reducing the generation required to meet system demand.
Interrupted customers may use back-up generation to fill their energy needs, or cease operation
until the interruption has passed. A subtype of interruptible load is curtailable load, which allow
the utility to interrupt only a portion of the customer’s load. In exchange for the ability to interrupt
these customers, the utility offers a discounted rate for energy or other credits which are paid for
by all ratepayers.

Load management is similar to interruptible load, but focuses on smaller customers and targets
individual appliances. The utility installs a device on an electric appliance, such as a water heater
or air conditioner, which allows for remote deactivation for a short period of time. Load
management activations tend to have less advanced notice than those for interruptible customers,
but tend to be activated only for short periods and are cycled through groups of customers to reduce
the impact to any single customer. Due to the focus on specific appliances, certain appliances
would be more appropriate for addressing certain seasonal demands. For example, load
management programs targeting air conditioning units would be more effective to reduce a
summer peak, while water heaters are more effective for reducing a winter peak.

As of December 31, 2019, demand response available for reduction of peak load is 2,985 MW for
summer peak and 2,794 MW for winter peak. Demand response is anticipated to increase to
approximately 3,373 MW for summer peak and 3,247 MW for winter peak by 2029.

Energy efficiency or conservation measures also have an impact on peak demand, and due to their
passive nature do not require activation by the utility. Conservation measures include
improvements in a home or business’ building envelope to reduce heating or cooling needs, or the
installation of more efficient appliances. By installing additional insulation, energy-efficient
windows or window films, and more efficient appliances, customers can reduce both their peak
demand and annual energy consumption, leading to reductions in customer bills. Demand-side
management programs work in conjunction with building codes and appliance efficiency standards
to increase energy savings above the minimum required by local, state, or federal regulations. As
of December 31, 2019, energy efficiency is responsible for peak load reductions of 4,508 MW for
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summer peak and 4,024 MW for winter peak. Energy efficiency is anticipated to increase to
approximately 4,977 MW for summer peak and 4,423 MW for winter peak by 2029.

Forecast Load & Peak Demand

The historic and forecasted seasonal peak demand and annual energy consumption values for
Florida are illustrated in Figure 10. The forecasts shown below are based upon normalized weather
conditions, while the historic demand and energy values represent the actual impact of weather
conditions on Florida’s electric customers. Florida relies heavily upon both air conditioning in the
summer and electric heating in the winter, so both seasons experience a great deal of variability
due to severe weather conditions.

Demand-side management, including demand response and energy efficiency, along with self-
service generation, is included in each graph appearing in Figure 10 for seasonal peak demand and
annual energy for load. The total demand or total energy for load represents what otherwise would
need to be served if not for the impact of these programs and self-service generators. The net firm
demand is used as a planning number for the calculation of generating reserves and determination
of generation needs for Florida’s electric utilities.

Demand response is included in Figure 10 in two different ways based upon the time period
considered. For historic values of seasonal demand, the actual rates of demand response activation
are shown, not the full amount of demand response that was available at the time. Overall, demand
response has only been partially activated as sufficient generation assets were available during the
annual peak. Residential load management has been called upon to a limited degree during peak
periods, with a lesser amount of interruptible load activated.

For forecast values of seasonal demand, it is assumed that all demand response resources will be
activated during peak. The assumption of all demand response being activated reduces generation
planning need. Based on operating conditions in the future, if an electric utility has sufficient
generating units, and it is economical to serve all customers’ load demand, response would not be
activated or only partially activated in the future.

As previously discussed, Florida is normally a summer-peaking state. Only one of the past ten
years have had higher winter net firm demand than summer, and all ten of the forecast years are
anticipated to be summer peaking. Based upon current forecasts using normalized weather data,
Florida’s electric utilities do not anticipate exceeding the 2010-11 winter net firm demand during
the planning period.
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Figure 10: State of Florida - Historic & Forecast Seasonal Peak Demand & Annual Energy
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Forecast Methodology

Florida’s electric utilities perform forecasts of peak demand and annual energy sales using various
forecasting models, including econometric and end-use models, and other forecasting techniques
such as surveys. In the development of econometric models, the utilities use historical data sets
including dependent variables (e.g. summer peak demand per customer, residential energy use per
customer) and independent variables (e.g. cooling degree days, real personal income, etc.) to infer
relationships between the two types of variables. These historical relationships, combined with
available forecasts of the independent variables and the utilities’ forecasts of customers, are then
used to forecast the peak demand and energy sales. For some customer classes, such as industrial
customers, surveys may be conducted to determine the customers’ expectations for their own
future electricity consumption.

The forecasts also account for demand-side management programs. Sales models are prepared by
revenue class (e.g. residential, small and large commercial, small and large industrial, etc.).
Commonly, the results of the models must be adjusted to take into account exogenous impacts,
such as the impact of the recent growth in plug-in electric vehicles and distributed generation.

End-use models are sometimes used to project energy use in conjunction with econometric models.
These models can capture trends in appliance and equipment saturation and efficiency, as well as
building size and thermal efficiency, on customers’ energy use. If such end-use models are not
used, the econometric models for energy often include an index comprised of efficiency standards
for air conditioning, heating, and appliances, as well as construction codes for recently built homes
and commercial buildings.

Florida’s electric utilities rely upon data sourced from public and private entities for historic and
forecast values of specific independent variables used in econometric modeling. Public resources
such as the University of Florida’s Bureau of Economic and Business Research, which provides
county-level data on population growth, and the U.S. Department of Commerce’s Bureau of Labor
Statistics, which publishes the Consumer Price Index, are utilized along with private forecasts for
economic growth from macroeconomic experts, such as Moody’s Analytics. By combining
historic and forecast macroeconomic data with customer and climate data, Florida’s electric
utilities project future load conditions.

The various forecast models and techniques used by Florida’s electric utilities are commonly used
throughout the industry, and each utility has developed its own individualized approach to
projecting load. The resulting forecasts allow each electric utility to evaluate its individual needs
for new generation, transmission, and distribution resources to meet customers’ current and future
needs reliably and affordably.

For each reporting electric utility, the Commission reviewed the historic forecast accuracy of past
retail energy sales forecasts. The standard methodology for our review involves comparing actual
retail sales for a given year to energy sales forecasts made three, four, and five years prior. For
example, the actual 2019 retail energy sales were compared to the forecasts made in 2014, 2015,
and 2016. These differences, expressed as a percentage error rate, are used to determine each
utility’s historic forecast accuracy by applying a five-year rolling average. An average error with
a negative value indicates an under-forecast, while a positive value represents an over-forecast. An
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absolute average error provides an indication of the total magnitude of error, regardless of the
tendency to under or over forecast.

For the 2020 TYSPs, determining the accuracy of the five-year rolling average forecasts involves
comparing the actual retail energy sales for the period 2015 through 2019 to forecasts made
between 2010 and 2016. As discussed previously, in the period before the 2007-08 economic
recession, electric utilities experienced a higher annual growth rate for retail energy sales than the
post-crisis period. As most electric utilities and macroeconomic forecasters did not predict the
financial crisis, the economic impact and its resulting effect on retail energy sales of Florida’s
electric utilities were not included in these projections. Therefore, the use of a metric that compares
pre-recession forecasts with pre-recession actual data has a high rate of error.

Table 4 shows that the years prior to 2017 had relatively high forecast errors (the difference
between the actual data and the forecasts made five years prior) due to the unexpected impact of
the 2007-08 recession and its impact on retail energy sales in Florida. However, the forecast errors
have returned to lower levels as utility retail sales forecasts include more post-recession years.
This was indicated by the actual sales data provided in the 2017 TYSPs. The forecasting error rates
(five-year rolling average and/or absolute average) derived from 2018 to 2020 TYSPs show
continued decreases.

Table 4: TYSP Utilities - Accuracy of Retail Energy Sales Forecasts
(Five-Year Rolling Average)

Five-Year Forecast Forecast Error (%)

Year Anal.ysis Years Absolute

Period Analyzed Average Average

2012 2011 - 2007 2008 - 2002 11.99% 11.99%
2013 2012 - 2008 2009 - 2003 15.22% 15.22%
2014 2013 - 2009 2010 - 2004 16.27% 16.27%
2015 2014 - 2010 2011 - 2005 14.99% 14.99%
2016 2015 - 2011 2012 - 2006 12.55% 12.55%
2017 2016 - 2012 2013 - 2007 9.19% 9.19%
2018 2017 - 2013 2014 - 2008 6.07% 6.07%
2019 2018 -2014 2015 - 2009 3.58% 3.58%
2020 2019 - 2015 2016 - 2010 2.26% 2.42%

Source: 2002-2020 Ten-Year Site Plans

To verify whether more recent forecasts lowered the error rates, an additional analysis was
conducted to determine with more detail the source of high error rates in terms of forecast timing.
Table 5 provides the error rates for forecasts made between one to six years prior, along with the
three-year average and absolute average error rates for the forecasting period of three to five years
used in the analysis in Table 5.

As displayed in Table 5, the utilities’ retail energy sales forecasts show a consistent positive error

rate before 2010. The error rates reach a peak during the period 2009 through 2013. Starting in
2014, the error rates have declined considerably; and the error rates calculated based on recent
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years’ TYSPs continue to show lower forecast error rates, compared to the peak value of the error
rates related to 2009-2013 sales forecasts. Additionally, the last five years’ one-year ahead
forecasts, the last two years’ two-year ahead forecasts, and the last year’s three-year ahead forecast
all bear negative error rates (under-forecasts). The current TYSP also shows a very small error rate
with respect to both average and absolute average 3-5 year error percentages.

Table 5: TYSP Utilities - Accuracy of Retail Energy Sales Forecasts - Annual Analysis
(Analysis of Annual and Three-Year Average of Three- to Five- Prior Years)

Annual Forecast Error Rate (%) 3-5 Year Error (%)
Year Years Prior Average Absolute
6 5 4 3 2 1 verag Average

2008 7.02% 8.40% 8.56% 9.97% 9.24% 8.34% 8.98% 8.98%
2009 12.05% 12.25% 14.58% 14.01% 12.79% 10.27% 13.61% 13.61%
2010 13.03% 15.68% 14.99% 13.81% 10.65% -0.65% 14.83% 14.83%
2011 21.67% 20.91% 20.22% 17.14% 3.89% 0.18% 19.42% 19.42%
2012 26.43% 26.12% 23.16% 8.58% 4.01% 3.81% 19.29% 19.29%
2013 28.71% 26.42% 10.11% 6.09% 5.69% 3.08% 14.21% 14.21%
2014 27.28% 9.80% 6.10% 5.73% 2.84% 2.21% 7.21% 7.21%
2015 7.29% 3.63% 3.23% 1.02% 0.00% -1.17% 2.63% 2.63%
2016 4.33% 4.38% 2.28% 1.25% 0.20% -0.97% 2.64% 2.64%
2017 6.99% 4.93% 3.59% 2.53% 1.57% -0.07% 3.68% 3.68%
2018 4.28% 2.76% 1.76% 0.75% -1.13% -1.08% 1.76% 1.76%
2019 2.95% 2.04% 0.92% -1.23% -1.25% -1.87% 0.58% 1.40%
Source: 2003-2020 Ten-Year Site Plans

Barring any unforeseen economic crises or atypical weather patterns, average forecasted energy
sales error rates in the next few years may be more reflective of the error rates shown for 2015
through 2019 in Table 5 than those significantly higher error rates that were shown in earlier years
associated with the 2007-08 recession. However, the COVID-19 pandemic has inflicted significant
damage to the U.S. economy to an extent possibly worse than the 2007-08 recession, and there
remains uncertainty as to when the economic impacts of the pandemic will end. As a result, the
actual retail energy sales beginning in 2020 could be lower than what Florida utilities predicated
in 2019 and prior years. Consequently, the average forecasted energy sales error rates in the next
few years may be increased relative to the lower levels recently recorded. It is important to
recognize that the dynamic nature of the economy and the weather continue to present a degree of
uncertainty for Florida utilities’ load forecasts, ultimately impacting the accuracy of energy sales
forecasts.
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Renewable Generation

Pursuant to Section 366.91, F.S., it is in the public interest to promote the development of
renewable energy resources in Florida. Section 366.91(2)(d), F.S., defines renewable energy in
part, as follows:

“Renewable energy” means electrical energy produced from a method that uses one
or more of the following fuels or energy sources: hydrogen produced from sources
other than fossil fuels, biomass, solar energy, geothermal energy, wind energy,
ocean energy, and hydroelectric power.

Although not considered a traditional renewable resource, some industrial plants take advantage
of waste heat, produced in production processes, to also provide electrical power via cogeneration.
Phosphate fertilizer plants, which produce large amounts of heat in the manufacturing of phosphate
from the input stocks of sulfuric acid, are a notable example of this type of renewable resource.
The Section 366.91(2)(d), F.S., definition also includes the following language which recognizes
the aforementioned cogeneration process:

The term [Renewable Energy] includes the alternative energy resource, waste heat,
from sulfuric acid manufacturing operations and electrical energy produced using
pipeline-quality synthetic gas produced from waste petroleum coke with carbon
capture and sequestration.

Existing Renewable Resources

Currently, renewable energy facilities provide approximately 4,254 MW of firm and non-firm
generation capacity, which represents 6.6 percent of Florida’s overall generation capacity of
64,071 MW in 2019. Table 6 summarizes the contribution by renewable type of Florida’s existing
renewable energy sources.

Table 6: State of Florida - Existing Renewable Resources

Renewable Type MW % Total
Solar 2,658 62.5%
Municipal Solid Waste 514 12.1%
Biomass 431 10.1%
Wind 282 6.6%
Waste Heat 276 6.5%
Hydroelectric 51 1.2%
Landfill Gas 42 1.0%
Renewable Total 4,254 | 100.00%

Source: FRCC 2020 Regional Load and Resource Plan & TYSP Utilities’ Data Responses

Of the total 4,254 MW of renewable generation, approximately 1,558 MW are considered firm,
based on either operational characteristics or contractual agreement. Firm renewable generation
can be relied on to serve customers and can contribute toward the deferral of new fossil fuel power
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plants. Solar generation contributes approximately 1,012 MW to this total, based upon the
coincidence of solar generation and summer peak demand. Changes in timing of peak demand may
influence the firm contributions of renewable resources such as solar and wind.

The remaining renewable generation can generate energy on an as-available basis or for internal
use (self-service). As-available energy is considered non-firm, and cannot be counted on for
reliability purposes; however, it can contribute to the avoidance of burning fossil fuels in existing
generators. Self-service generation reduces demand on Florida’s utilities.

Non-Utility Renewable Generation

Approximately 40 percent of Florida’s existing renewable generation capacity comes from non-
utility generators, of which municipal solid waste, biomass, and wind facilities make up the
majority. In 1978, the US Congress enacted the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA).
PURPA requires utilities to purchase electricity from cogeneration facilities and renewable energy
power plants with a capacity no greater than 80 MW (collectively referred to as Qualifying
Facilities or QFs). PURPA required utilities to buy electricity from QFs at the utility’s full avoided
cost. These costs are defined in Section 366.051, F.S., which provides in part that:

A utility’s “full avoided costs” are the incremental costs to the utility of the electric
energy or capacity, or both, which, but for the purchase from cogenerators or small
power producers, such utility would generate itself or purchase from another
source.

If renewable energy generator can meet certain deliverability requirements, its capacity and energy
output can be paid for under a firm contract. Rule 25-17.250, F.A.C., requires each IOU to establish
a standard offer contract with timing and rate of payments based on each fossil-fueled generating
unit type identified in the utility’s TYSP. In order to promote renewable energy generation, the
Commission requires the IOUs to offer multiple options for capacity payments, including the
options to receive early (prior to the in-service date of the avoided-unit) or levelized payments.
The different payment options allow renewable energy providers the option to select the payment
option that best fits its financing requirements, and provides a basis from which negotiated
contracts can be developed.

As previously discussed, large amounts of renewable energy is generated on an as-available basis.
As-available energy is energy produced and sold by a renewable energy generator on an hour-by-
hour basis for which contractual commitments as to the quantity and time of delivery are not
required. As-available energy is purchased at a rate equal to the utility’s hourly incremental system
fuel cost, which reflects the highest fuel cost of generation each hour.

Customer-Owned Renewable Generation

With respect to customer-owned renewable generation, Rule 25-6.065, F.A.C., requires the IOUs
to offer net metering for all types of renewable generation up to 2 MW in capacity and a standard
interconnection agreement with an expedited interconnection process. Net metering allows a
customer with renewable generation capability, to offset their energy usage. In 2008, the effective
year of Rule 25-6.065, F.A.C., customer-owned renewable generation accounted for 3 MW of
renewable capacity. As of the end of 2019, approximately 514 MW of renewable capacity from
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over 59,000 systems has been installed statewide. Table 7 summarizes the growth of customer-
owned renewable generation interconnections. Almost all installations are solar, with non-solar
generation accounting for only 32 installations and 7.2 MW of installed capacity. The renewable
generators in this category include wind turbines and anaerobic digesters.

Table 7: State of Florida - Customer-Owned Renewable Growth

Year 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Number of Installations 5,302 6,697 8,581 11,626 | 15,994 | 24,166 | 37,862 | 59,508
Installed Capacity (MW) 42.2 63.0 79.8 107.5 141 205 317 514

Source: Annual Utility Reports

Utility-Owned Renewable Generation

Utility-owned renewable generation also contributes to the state’s total renewable capacity. The
majority of this generation is from solar facilities. Due to the intermittent nature of solar resources,
capacity from these facilities has previously been considered non-firm for planning purposes.
However, several utilities are attributing firm capacity contributions to their solar installations
based on the coincidence of solar generation and summer peak demand. Of the approximately
1,890 MW of existing utility-owned solar capacity, approximately 996 MW, or about 53 percent,
is considered firm.

Planned Renewable Resources

Florida’s total renewable resources are expected to increase by an estimated 13,212 MW over the
10-year planning period, a significant increase from last year’s estimated 10,704 MW projection.
Figure 11 summarizes the existing and projected renewable capacity by generation type. Solar
generation is projected to have the greatest increase over the planning horizon.

Figure 11: State of Florida - Current and Projected Renewable Resources

Existing Renewable Capacity (MW) Projected Renewable Capacity (MW)
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Source: FRCC 2020 Regional Load and Resource Plan & TYSP Utilities’ Data Responses
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Of the 13,212 MW projected net increase in renewable capacity, firm resources contribute 4,744
MW, or about 36 percent, of the total. Solar generation alone contributes an incremental 4,835
MW of firm generation capability.® For some existing renewable facilities, contracts for firm
capacity are projected to expire within the 10-year planning horizon. If new contracts are signed
in the future to replace those that expire, these resources will once again be included in the state’s
capacity mix to serve future demand. If these contracts are not extended, the renewable facilities
could still deliver energy on an as-available basis.

As noted above, solar generation is anticipated to increase significantly over the 10-year period,
with a total of 13,303 MW to be installed. This consists of 11,077 MW of utility-owned solar and
2,228 MW of contracted solar. In 2016, the Commission approved a settlement agreement entered
into by FPL that included a provision for a Solar Base Rate Adjustment (SOBRA) mechanism.’
The SoOBRA mechanism details a process by which FPL may seek approval from the Commission
to recover costs for solar projects brought into service that meet certain project cost and operational
criteria. In 2017, the Commission approved settlement agreements entered into by DEF and TECO
that also included provisions for similar SOBRA mechanisms.!®!! As a result of their settlement
agreements, FPL, DEF, and TECO are projecting solar capacity additions through SoBRA
mechanisms totaling approximately 1,200 MW, 700 MW, and 600 MW, respectively. The
Commission has approved approximately 1,200 MW of FPL’s SoBRA capacity, 344 MW of
DEF’s SoBRA capacity, and 550 MW of TECO’s SoBRA capacity. FPL, DEF, and TECO are
also projecting solar capacity additions throughout the remainder of the planning period outside of
their respective SOBRA mechanisms. Table 8 provides an overview of the additional solar capacity
generation planned within the next 10 years.

8 Incremental solar firm capacity is greater than the total incremental firm capacity due to losses in firm capacity in
other renewable categories.

9 Order No. PSC-16-0560-AS-EI, issued December 15, 2016, in Docket No. 20160021-EI, In re: Petition for rate
increase by Florida Power & Light Company.

10 Order No. PSC-2017-0451-AS-EU, issued November 20, 2017, in Docket No. 20170183-EI, In re: Application for
limited proceeding to approve 2017 second revised and restated settlement agreement, including certain rate
adjustments, by Duke Energy Florida, LLC.

11 Order No. PSC-2017-0456-S-EI, issued November 27, 2017, in Docket No. 20170210-E1, In re: Petition for limited
proceeding to approve 2017 amended and restated stipulation and settlement agreement, by Tampa Electric Company.
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Table 8: TYSP Utilities - Planned Solar Installations

- Capacity
Year | Utility Type (MW)
FPL | Utility Owned 1,267
DEF Combined 374
2020 | TECO | Utility Owned 149
FMPA Purchased 75
oucC Purchased 108
2020 Subtotal 1,973
FPL | Utility Owned 745
2021 DEF (?(?mbined 206
TECO | Utility Owned 210
JEA Purchased 250
2021 Subtotal 1,410
FPL | Utility Owned 447
2022 DEF (?(?mbined 300
TECO | Utility Owned 224
oucC Purchased 74
2022 Subtotal 1,044
FPL | Utility Owned 447
DEF Combined 300
TECO | Utility Owned 224
2023 | FMPA Purchased 224
GRU Purchased 50
oucC Purchased 74
SEC Purchased 298
2023 Subtotal 1,617
2004 FPL | Utility Owned 447
DEF Combined 225
2024 Subtotal 672
2025 FPL | Utility aned 745
DEF Combined 225
2025 Subtotal 970
2026 FPL | Utility aned 1,192
DEF Combined 150
2026 Subtotal 1,342
2027 FPL | Utility aned 1,192
DEF Combined 150
2027 Subtotal 1,342
2028 FPL | Utility Owned 1,192
DEF Combined 150
2028 Subtotal 1,342
2029 FPL | Utility Owned 1,192
DEF Combined 150
2029 Subtotal 1,342
TBD | DEF | Purchased 250
TBD Subtotal 250
Total Installations 13,303

Source: FRCC 2020 Regional Load and Resource Plan & TYSP Ultilities’ Data Responses
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Energy Storage Outlook

In addition to a number of electric grid related applications, emerging energy storage technologies
have the potential to considerably increase not only the firm capacity contributions from solar PV
installations, but their overall functionality as well. Energy storage technologies currently being
researched include pumped hydropower, flywheels, compressed air, thermal storage, and battery
storage. Of these technologies, Lithium ion (Li-ion) battery storage is being extensively researched
due to its declining costs, operational characteristics, scalability, and siting flexibility.

The Commission has approved rate case settlement agreements from several utilities that include
battery storage pilot programs. FPL is deploying 50 MW of batteries through 2020 as part of its
2016 settlement.'? DEF also plans to implement 50 MW of batteries through 2022 as part of its
2017 settlement.

FPL has proposed adding 469 MW of battery storage in late 2021 or early 2022. Approximately
409 MW of this capacity will be located in Manatee County and will partially offset the loss of
generation from the retirement of Manatee Units 1 & 2. FPL expects that the battery will, in part,
be charged by solar energy. The remaining 60 MW will be divided into two 30 MW storage
facilities to be installed at two different locations. In addition, FPL plans five pilot projects totaling
28 MW. The batteries being deployed in these projects will expand the number of storage
applications and configurations that FPL will be able to test, as well as making the scale of
deployment more meaningful, given the large size of FPL’s system. FPL is projecting over 700
MW of additional battery storage facilities to be added by 2029.

DEF has announced three Li-ion battery storage projects, totaling 22 MW. These projects consist
of an 11 MW facility in Gilchrist County, a 5.5 MW facility in Gulf County, and a 5.5 MW in
Hamilton County. DEF intends to complete the three projects by the end of 2020. DEF stated these
facilities will enhance grid operations, increase efficiencies, improve overall reliability, and
provide backup generation during outages.

TECO installed a 12.6 MW Li-ion storage system at its Big Bend Solar site in Hillsborough County
that was put into service in 2019. This facility is interconnected with the solar array and is expected
to add 5.6 MW of firm capacity. Additionally, the project is expected to benefit contingency
reserves. TECO is projecting over 200 MW of battery storage over the planning horizon.

If current market trends in battery technology continue, Florida can expect battery storage capacity
to increase over the planning period. Staff will continue to review and observe developments in
this field.

12 Order No. PSC-16-0560-AS-EI, issued December 15, 2016, in Docket No. 20160021-El, In re: Petition for rate
increase by Florida Power & Light Company.

13 Order No. PSC-2017-0451-AS-EU, issued November 20, 2017, in Docket No. 20170183-El, In re: Application for
limited proceeding to approve 2017 second revised and restated settlement agreement, including certain rate
adjustments, by Duke Energy Florida, LLC.
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Traditional Generation

While renewable generation increases its contribution to the state’s generating capacity, a majority
of generation is projected to come from traditional sources, such as fossil-fueled steam and
combustion turbine generators that have been added to Florida’s electric grid over the last several
decades. Due to forecasted increases in peak demand, further traditional resources are anticipated
over the planning period.

Florida’s electric utilities have historically relied upon several different fuel types to serve
customer load. Previous to the oil embargo, Florida used oil-fired generation as its primary source
of electricity until the increase in oil prices made this undesirable. Since that time, Florida’s electric
utilities have sought a variety of other fuel sources to diversify the state’s generation fleet and
more reliably and affordably serve customers. Numerous factors, including swings in fuel prices,
availability, environmental concerns, and other factors have resulted in a variety of fuels powering
Florida’s electric grid. Solid fuels, such as coal and nuclear, increased during the shift away from
oil-fired generation, and more recently natural gas has emerged as the dominant fuel type in
Florida.

Existing Generation

Florida’s generating fleet includes incremental new additions to a historic base fleet, with units
retiring as they become uneconomical to operate or maintain. Currently, Florida’s existing capacity
ranges greatly in age and fuel type, and legacy investments continue. The weighted average age of
Florida’s generating units is 21 years. While the original commercial in-service date may be in
excess of 60 years for some units, they are constantly maintained as necessary in order to ensure
safe and reliable operation, including uprates from existing capacity, which may have been added
after the original in-service date. Figure 12 illustrates the decade in which current operating
generating capacity was originally added to the grid, with the largest additions occurring in the
2000s.

Figure 12: State of Florida - Electric Utility Installed Capacity by Decade
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The existing generating fleet will be impacted by several events over the planning period. New
and proposed environmental regulations may require changes in unit dispatch, fuel switching, or
installation of pollution control equipment which may reduce net capacity. Modernizations will
allow more efficient resources to replace older generation, while potentially reusing power plant
assets such as transmission and other facilities, switching to more economic fuel types, or uprates
at existing facilities to improve power output. Lastly, retirements of units which can no longer be
economically operated and maintained or meet environmental requirements will reduce the
existing generation.

Impact of EPA Rules

In addition to maintaining a fuel efficient and diverse fleet, Florida’s utilities must also comply
with environmental requirements that impose incremental costs or operational constraints. During
the planning period, six'* EPA rules were anticipated to affect electric generation in Florida:

o Carbon Pollution Emissions Standards for New, Modified and Reconstructed Secondary
Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units - Sets carbon dioxide emissions limits for new,
modified or reconstructed electric generators. These limits vary by type of fuel (coal or
natural gas). New units are those built after January 18, 2014. Units that undergo
modifications or reconstructions after June 18, 2014, that materially alter their air
emissions are subject to the specified limits. This rule is currently under appeal. On August
21,2018, as part of its proposed Affordable Clean Energy Rule, the EPA proposed updates
to the New Source Review permitting program that may impact utility decisions regarding
power plant modifications and reconstruction. However, no final regulatory actions have
been taken. Future developments will be addressed in a subsequent Ten-Year Site Plan
review.

e Carbon Pollution Emission Guideline for Existing Electric Generating Units: On July 8,
2019, EPA finalized the Affordable Clean Energy (ACE) rule. ACE establishes carbon
emission guidelines such that each state must perform site-specific reviews to determine
the applicable standard of performance using EPA’s best system of emission reduction
(BSER). The BSER identifies six technologies upgrades as well as operation and
maintenance practices directed at improving the heat rate efficiency of coal-fired steam
generating units greater than 25 MWs that began construction on or before January 8, 2014.
No other type of existing fossil steam utility generators are subject to the requirements of
ACE.

e Prevention of Significant Deterioration and Nonattachment New Source Review: On
August 1, 2019, EPA announced a proposed rule that would revise certain New Source
Review (NSR) applicability regulation to clarify the requirements that apply to new
sources, such as electric steam generators, proposing to undertake a physical or operational

14 The Cross-State Air Pollution Rule (CSAPR) requires certain states to reduce air emissions that contribute to ozone
and/or fine particulate pollution in other states. The Rule applies to all fossil-fueled (i.e., coal, oil, and natural gas)
electric generators with a capacity over 25 megawatts within the upwind states. Originally, the Rule included Florida,
however, the final Rule, issued September 7, 2016, removes North Carolina, South Carolina, and Florida from the
program because modeling for the final Rule indicates that these states do not contribute significantly to ozone air
quality problems in downwind states.
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change (i.e., project) under the NSR preconstruction permitting program. EPA is proposing
to clarify that both emission increases and decreases resulting from a given project are to
be considered when determining whether the project by itself results in a significant
emission increase.

e Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (MATS) - Sets limits for air emissions from existing
and new coal- and oil-fired electric generators with a capacity greater than 25 megawatts.
Covered emissions include: mercury and other metals, acid gases, and organic air toxics
for all generators, as well as particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen oxide from
new and modified coal and oil units.

e Cooling Water Intake Structures (CWIS) - Sets impingement standards to reduce harm to
aquatic wildlife pinned against cooling water intake structures at electric generating
facilities. All electric generators that use state or federal waters for cooling with an intake
velocity of at least two million gallons per day must meet impingement standards.
Generating units with higher intake velocity may have additional requirements to reduce
the damage to aquatic wildlife due to entrapment in the cooling water system.

e Coal Combustion Residuals (CCR) - Requires liners and ground monitoring to be installed
on landfills in which coal ash is deposited. On July 29, 2020, EPA issued for publication
in the Federal Register, a final rule that will require among other things that unlined
impoundments and CCR units that failed to meet ground water quality regulations must
cease receipt of waste streams by April 11, 2021.

Each utility will need to evaluate whether these additional costs or operational limitations allow
the continued economic operation of each affected unit, and whether installation of emissions
control equipment, fuel switching, or retirement is the proper course of action.

Modernization and Efficiency Improvements

Modernizations involve removing existing generator units that may no longer be economical to
operate, such as oil-fired steam units, and reusing the power plant site’s transmission or fuel
handling facilities with a new set of generating units. The modernization of existing plant sites,
allows for significant improvement in both performance and emissions, typically at a lower price
than new construction at a greenfield site. Not all sites are candidates for modernization due to site
layout and other concerns, and to minimize rate impacts, modernization of existing units should
be considered along with new construction at greenfield sites.

The Commission has previously granted determinations of need for several conversions of oil-
fired steam units to natural gas-fired combined cycle units, including FPL’s Cape Canaveral,
Riviera, and Port Everglades power plants. DEF has also conducted a conversion of its Bartow
power plant, but this did not require a determination of need from the Commission.

Utilities also plan several efficiency improvements to existing generating units. For example, the
conversion of existing simple cycle combustion turbines into a combined cycle unit, which
captures the waste heat and uses it to generate additional electricity using a steam turbine. TECO
is modernizing its Big Bend Power Station through the conversion of Big Bend Unit 1, along with
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two planned combustion turbines, into a 2x1 combined cycle unit by 2023. Per the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection, this conversion does not require a determination of need
by the Commission. FPL plans on upgrading its existing combined cycle fleet by improving the
performance of the integrated combustion turbines at many of its current and planned power plants.

Planned Retirements

Power plant retirements occur when the electric utility is unable to economically operate or
maintain a generating unit due to environmental, economic, or technical concerns. Table 9 lists the
4,778 MW of existing generation that is scheduled to be retired during the planning period. Within
the next 10 years, 12 natural gas units totaling 2,299 MW, 6 coal units totaling 1,920 MW, and 13
oil units totaling 559 MW are scheduled to retire. Notably, TECO plans to retire its natural gas-
fired Big Bend Unit 2 in 2021 and convert its natural gas-fired Big Bend Unit 1 steam turbine into
a natural gas-fired combined cycle unit by 2023 as part of its Big Bend Power Station
modernization.

Table 9: State of Florida - Electric Generating Units to be Retired

Utilit Plant Name . Net Capacity (MW)

Year | \ome & Unit Number Unit Type SEmer
DEF Avon Park 1 NG -CT 24
2020 DEF Avon Park 2 DFO - CT 24
LAK C.D. Mclntosh 2 NG - ST 106
2020 Subtotal 154
FPL/GPC | Manatee 1 & 2 NG - ST 1,618
2021 | FPL/GPC | Scherer 4 BIT — ST 634
TECO Big Bend 2 NG - ST 385
2021 Subtotal 2,637
2022 GRU Deer.haven FSO1 . . NG - ST 75
SEC Seminole Generating Station 1 or 2* | BIT — ST 634
2022 Subtotal 709
2024 FPL/GPC CrisF 4 BIT — ST 75
FPL/GPC | Daniel 1 & 2 BIT — ST 502
2024 Subtotal 577
2025 DEF Bayboro P1 — P4 DFO - CT 172
FPL/GPC | PeaRidge 1 -3 NG -CT 12
2025 Subtotal 184
2026 GRU De.erhaven GTO01 & GT02 NG -CT 35
FPL/GPC | Crist 5 BIT — ST 75
2026 Subtotal 110
DEF Debary P2 — P6 DFO - CT 249
2027 DEF Univ. of F1 P1 NG -CT 44
DEF Bartow P1 & P3 DFO - CT 82
FPL/GPC | Lansing Smith A DFO - CT 32
2027 Subtotal 407
Total Retirements 4,778
* SEC has not determined whether to retire SGS 1 (626 MW) or SGS 2 (634 MW) at this time.

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans
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Reliability Requirements

Florida’s electric utilities are expected to have enough generating assets available at the time of
peak demand to meet forecasted customer demand. If utilities only had sufficient generating
capacity to meet forecasted peak demand, then potential instabilities could occur if customer
demand exceeds the forecast, or if generating units are unavailable due to maintenance or forced
outages. To address these circumstances, utilities are required to maintain additional planned
generating capacity above the forecast customer demand, referred to as the reserve margin.

On July 1, 2019, the SERC Reliability Corporation (SERC) became the new Compliance
Enforcement Authority for all electric utilities previously registered with the FRCC. Electric
utilities within Florida must maintain a minimum reserve margin of 15 percent for planning
purposes. Certain utilities have elected to have a higher reserve margin, either on an annual or
seasonal basis. The three largest reporting electric utilities, FPL, DEF, and TECO, are party to a
stipulation approved by the Commission that utilizes a 20 percent reserve margin for planning.

While Florida’s electric utilities are separately responsible for maintaining an adequate planning
reserve margin, a statewide view illustrates the degree to which capacity may be available for
purchases during periods of high demand or unit outages. Figure 13 is a projection of the statewide
seasonal reserve margin including all proposed power plants.
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Figure 13: State of Florida - Projected Reserve Margin by Season
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Role of Demand Response in Reserve Margin

The Commission also considers the planning reserve margin without demand response. As
illustrated above in Figure 13, the statewide seasonal reserve margin exceeds the FRCC’s required
15 percent planning reserve margin without activation of demand response. Demand response
activation increases the reserve margin in summer by 7.6 percent on average.

Demand response participants receive discounted rates or credits regardless of activation, with
these costs recovered from all ratepayers. Because of the voluntary nature of demand response, a
concern exists that a heavy reliance upon this resource would make participants eschew the
discounted rates or credits for firm service. For interruptible customers, participants must provide
notice that they intend to leave the demand response program, with a notice period of three or more
years being typical. For load management participants, usually residential or small commercial
customers, no advanced notice is typically required to leave. Historically, demand response
participants have rarely been called upon during the peak hour, but are more frequently called upon
during off-peak periods due to unusual weather conditions.
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Fuel Price Forecast

Fuel price is an important economic factor affecting the dispatch of the existing generating fleet
and the selection of new generating units. In general, the capital cost of a fuel-based power plant
is inversely proportional to the cost of the fuel used to generate electricity from that unit. The major
fuels consumed by Florida’s electric utilities are natural gas, coal, and uranium. Distillate oil and
residual oil also factor into Florida utilities’ fuel mix, albeit minimally when compared to historical
levels. Figure 14 illustrates the weighted average fuel price history and forecasts for the reporting
electric utilities.

Distillate oil remains the most expensive fuel, which explains why it is used for backup and
peaking purposes only. Also of note is a phasing out of residual oil, with no forecast for purchasing
residual oil after 2021. Figure 14 has excluded projected oil prices to reflect this trend.

Figure 14: TYSP Utilities - Average Fuel Price of Reporting Electric Utilities
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From 2003 to 2005, the price of natural gas was substantially higher than utilities had forecast.
This led to concerns regarding escalating customer bills and an expectation that natural gas prices
would remain high. As a result, Florida’s electric utilities began making plans to build coal-fired
units rather than continuing to increase the reliance on natural gas. Concerns regarding potential
environmental regulations, and other projected costs, lead to plans for new coal-fired generation
not materializing. Traditionally, coal was the lowest cost fuel, other than uranium, and was
dispatched before most natural gas-fired units. While natural gas-fired units have the advantage of
a lower heat rate, and therefore require fewer units of thermal energy per unit of electrical energy
produced, the fuel price differential allowed coal to remain dominant until 2008.

As shown in Figure 14, the price of natural gas declined precipitously after the financial crisis of
2008, and is forecasted to remain well below pre-2009 levels. Broad application of hydraulic
fracturing and resource recovery techniques played a major role in lowering the price of natural
gas. The smaller price differential between coal and natural gas, and the higher efficiency of natural
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gas combined cycle units has shifted the order of generation dispatch, with natural gas units
displacing many of Florida utilities’ coal units.

Fuel Diversity

Natural gas has risen to become the dominant fuel in Florida and since 2010 has generated more
net energy for load than all other fuels combined. As Figure 15 illustrates, natural gas was the
source of approximately 68 percent of electric energy consumed in Florida in 2019. Natural gas
electric generation, as a percent of net energy for load, is anticipated to decline slightly throughout
the remainder of the planning period.

Figure 15: State of Florida - Natural Gas Generation
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Because a balanced fuel supply can enhance system reliability and mitigate the effects of volatility
in fuel price fluctuations, it is important that utilities have a level of flexibility in their generation
mix. Maintaining fuel diversity on Florida’s system faces several difficulties. Existing coal units
will require additional emissions control equipment leading to reduced output, or retirement if the
emissions controls are uneconomic to install or operate. New solid fuel generating units such as
nuclear and coal have long lead times and high capital costs. New coal units face challenges
relating to new environmental compliance requirements, making it unlikely they could be
permitted without novel emissions control technology.

Figure 16 shows Florida’s historic and forecast percent net energy for load by fuel type for the
actual years 2010 and 2019, and forecast year 2029. Oil has declined significantly, with its uses
reduced to start-up fuel, peaking, and back-up for dual-fuel units in case of a fuel outage. Nuclear
generation was reduced beginning in 2010 by the outage and eventual retirement of Crystal River
3 and extended outages for uprates at FPL’s St. Lucie and Turkey Point power plants. The resulting
capacity leaves Florida’s contribution from nuclear approximately the same even with the loss of
one of five nuclear units. Coal generation is expected to continue its downward trend well into the
planning period. Natural gas has been the primary fuel used to meet the growth of energy
consumption, and this trend is anticipated to continue throughout the planning period.
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Figure 16: State of Florida - Historic and Forecast Generation by Fuel Type
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Based on 2018 Energy Information Administration (EIA) data, Florida ranks fourth in terms of the
total volume of natural gas consumed compared to the rest of the United States.'> For volume of
natural gas consumed for electric generation, Florida ranks second, behind Texas. Florida’s
percentage of natural gas electric generation is the highest in the country, with 86 percent of all
natural gas consumed in the state for electricity. Natural gas is not used as a heating fuel in most
of Florida’s homes and businesses, which rely instead upon electricity that is increasingly being
generated by natural gas. As Florida has very little natural gas production and limited gas storage
capacity, the state is reliant upon out-of-state production and storage to satisfy the growing electric
demands of the state.

New Generation Planned

Current demand and energy forecasts continue to indicate that in spite of increased levels of
conservation, energy efficiency, renewable generation, and existing traditional generation
resources, the need for additional generating capacity still exists. While reductions in demand have
been significant, the total demand for electricity is expected to increase, making the addition of
traditional generating units necessary to satisfy reliability requirements and provide sufficient
electric energy to Florida’s consumers. Because any capacity addition has certain economic
impacts based on the capital required for the project, and due to increasing environmental concerns
relating to solid fuel-fired generating units, Florida’s utilities must carefully weigh the factors
involved in selecting a supply-side resource for future traditional generation projects.

In addition to traditional economic analyses, utilities also consider several strategic factors, such
as fuel availability, generation mix, and environmental compliance prior to selecting a new supply-
side resource. Limited supplies, access to water or rail delivery points, pipeline capacity, water
supply and consumption, land area limitations, cost of environmental controls, and fluctuating fuel
costs are all important considerations to the utilities’ IRP process.

15U.S. Energy Information Administration natural gas consumption by end-use annual report.
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Figure 17 illustrates the present and future aggregate capacity mix. The capacity values in Figure
17 incorporate all proposed additions, changes, and retirements contained in the reporting utilities’
2020 Ten-Year Site Plans and the FRCC’s 2020 Regional Load and Resource Plan. Unlike
previous years, capacity contributions from non-utility generators have now been included in their
respective fuel and generation technology categories, as opposed to reported separately, to better
represent the aggregate existing and projected capacity in Florida.

Figure 17: State of Florida - Current and Projected Installed Capacity by Fuel
m Existing Capacity (MW)  ® Projected Capacity (MW)
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New Power Plants by Fuel Type

Nuclear

Nuclear capacity, while an alternative to natural gas-fired generation, is capital-intensive and
requires a long lead time to construct. In April of 2018, FPL received Combined Operating
Licenses (COL) from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for two future nuclear units,
Turkey Point Units 6 & 7. These units are planned to be sited at FPL’s Turkey Point site, the
location of two existing nuclear generating units. The earliest possible in service date for these two
units are outside the scope of the TYSP. FPL has two nuclear projects at Turkey Point that have
minimal uprates planned during the projection period. FPL had previously uprated its existing four
nuclear generating units, with the last uprate completed in early 2013.

Natural Gas

Several new natural gas-fired combustion turbines, internal combustion units, and combined cycle
units are planned over the next 10 years. Combustion turbines that run only in simple cycle mode
and internal combustion units, taken together, represent the third most abundant type of generating
capacity. As combustion turbines are not a form of steam generation, unless part of a combined
cycle unit, they do not require siting under the Power Plant Siting Act. Table 10 summarizes the
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approximately 4,841 MW of additional capacity from new natural gas-fired generating units
proposed by the 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan utilities.

Several utilities are exploring the use of natural gas internal combustion units (also called
reciprocating engines) as a means of fast ramping peaking capacity. Such additions afford
improved environmental and reliability benefits, enhanced operational flexibility, and
improvements to system resiliency.

Table 10: TYSP Utilities - Planned Natural Gas Units

In-Service | Utility Plant Name Net Capacity Notes
Year Name & Unit Number MW)
Previously Approved New Units

2022 FPL | Dania Beach Energy Center 1,163 | Docket No. 20170225-EI

SEC | Seminole CC Facility 1,108 | Docket No. 20170266-EI

Subtotal 2,271

New Units Not Requiring PPSA Approval
2020 LAK | CD. Mclntosh 2 115
TAL | Hopkins 5 18
TECO | BigBend 5 & 6 660 | Convert to CC in 2023

2021 TECO | Reciprocating Engine 1-5 93
FPL | Crist Unit 8 938
2025 TECO | Reciprocating Engine 6 19
2027 TECO | Reciprocating Engine 7-10 74
SEC | Unnamed Reciprocating Unit 1 92
DEF | Undesignated CT P1 226
2028 TAL | Unsited 1 18
SEC | Unnamed Reciprocating Unit 2 92
2029 DEF | Undesignated CT P2 226

Subtotal 2,570

Total Planned Natural Gas Capacity 4,841

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans

Commission’s Authority Over Siting

Any proposed steam or solar generating unit greater than 75 MW requires a certification under the
Electrical Power Plant Siting Act (PPSA), contained in Sections 403.501 through 403.518, F.S.
The Commission has been given exclusive jurisdiction to determine the need for new electric
power plants through Section 403.519, F.S. Upon receipt of a determination of need, the electric
utility would then seek approval from the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, which
addresses land use and environmental concerns. Finally, the Governor and Cabinet, sitting as the
Siting Board, ultimately must approve or deny the overall certification of a proposed power plant.
There are no new units in the 10 year horizon that require certification under the PPSA.

Transmission

As generation capacity increases, the transmission system must grow accordingly to maintain the
capability of delivering energy to end-users. The Commission has been given broad authority
pursuant to Chapter 366, F.S., to require reliability within Florida’s coordinated electric grid and

45



to ensure the planning, development, and maintenance of adequate generation, transmission, and
distribution facilities within the state.

The Commission has authority over certain proposed transmission lines under the Electric
Transmission Line Siting Act (TLSA), contained in Sections 403.52 through 403.5365, F.S. To
require certification under Florida’s TLSA, a proposed transmission line must meet the following
criteria: a nominal voltage rating of at least 230 kV, crossing a county line, and a length of at least
15 miles. Proposed lines in an existing corridor are also exempt from TLSA requirements. The
Commission determines the reliability need and the proposed starting and end points for lines
requiring TLSA certification. The proposed corridor route is subsequently determined by the
Florida Department of Environmental Protection during the certification process. Much like the
PPSA, the Governor and Cabinet sitting as the Siting Board ultimately must approve or deny the
overall certification of a proposed line.

Table 11 lists all proposed transmission lines in the 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans and the FRCC 2020
Regional Load and Resource Plan that require TLSA certification. All planned lines have already
received the approval of the Commission, either independently or as part of a PPSA determination
of need.

Table 11: State of Florida - Planned Transmission Lines

Line Nominal .

Utility Transmission Line Length | Voltage l;ate Nee:ll D(z;te tTiIJ SdA In-lS)el;VIce
(Miles) (kV) pprove ertifie ate
FPL | Levee-Midway (Note 1) 150 500 5/28/1988 | 4/20/1990 2030
TECO | Thonotosassa to Wheeler 8 230 6/21/2007 8/7/2008 TBA
TECO | Wheeler to Willow Oak 17 230 6/22/2007 8/7/2008 TBA
TECO | Lake Agnes to Gifford 10.5 230 9/26/2007 2/5/2009 TBA

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans & FRCC 2020 Regional Load and Resource Plan
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Utility Perspectives
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Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) &
Gulf Power Company (GPC)

FPL and GPC are the largest and smallest generating investor-owned utilities, respectively, and
are Florida’s first and sixth largest electric utilities. FPL’s service territory is within the FRCC
region and is primarily in south Florida and along the east coast, while GPC’s service territory is
within the Florida Panhandle region. NextEra Energy Inc., FPL’s parent company acquired GPC
through a purchase that closed during the first half of 2019. The companies filed a joint TYSP that
outlined the planning for both companies separately until January 1, 2022, and the completion of
an interconnecting transmission line, after which GPC and FPL would merge from an operational
perspective, at which point GPC will be operated entirely by FPL. Prior to the final operational
merger, some of GPC will continue to be operated in conjunction with other Southern Company
utilities. As such, not all of the energy generated by GPC will be consumed within Florida. As
both are investor-owned utilities, the Commission has regulatory authority over all aspects of their
operations, including rates, reliability, and safety. Pursuant to Section 186.801(2), F.S., the
Commission finds FPL and GPC’s joint 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan suitable for planning purposes.

Load and Energy Forecasts

In 2019, FPL had approximately 5,061,525 customers and annual retail energy sales of 111,929
GWh, or approximately 48.1 percent of Florida’s annual retail energy sales. As a result of FPL’s
acquisition of Vero Beach during the fourth quarter of 2018, FPL’s total customers grew 2.0
percent in 2019, compared to the growth of 1.2 percent in 2018. The utility’s retail energy sales
have shown a slight increasing growth trend driven by growth in the number of customers, which
somewhat offsets the continuous downward trend in the average consumption per customer
attributed to the energy efficiency improvements. Figure 18 illustrates FPL’s historic and
forecasted growth rates in customers and retail energy sales beginning in 2010. Over the past 10
years, FPL’s customer base has increased by 11.97 percent, while retail sales have grown by 7.05
percent. The utility’s retail energy sales are anticipated to slightly exceed its historic 2019 peak in
2021 before the integration of FPL’s and GPC’s electric systems.

In 2019, GPC had approximately 464,884 customers and annual retail energy sales of 11,070
GWh, or approximately 4.8 percent of Florida’s annual retail energy sales. Figure 18 illustrates
the utility’s historic and forecasted growth rates in customers and retail energy sales from 2010 to
2021, at which point GPC’s growth is integrated into FPL’s forecasts to reflect system integration.
Over the last 10 years, GPC’s customer base has increased by 8.10 percent, while retail sales have
decreased by 2.47 percent. GPC’s retail energy sales are anticipated to further decrease for the
period 2020 -21 before its system is integrated with FPL’s electric system.

In FPL’s and GPC’s 2020 TYSPs, the utilities’ combined growth rate of their annual average total
customers is reduced to some extent compared to what was projected in the 2019 TYSPs. This
reduction is primarily a result of the downward revisions to the forecasts of population and housing
starts by the consulting company HIS Markit. The other driving factor for the reduction in annual
average customer growth rate is the impact of Hurricane Michael in October 2018, which caused
permanent customer loss for GPC. The forecasts presented in the 2019 TYSPs did not reflect such
impact due to the timing of the forecast development.
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For the instant TYSPs, all the utilities presented forecasts of customer growth and energy sales
developed before the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic which has significantly damaged the global
and US economies. As a result, the utilities’ energy sales are also being affected. In August 2020,
FPL and GPC reported that, on a weather-adjusted basis, their energy sales to residential customers
have increased beginning in late March 2020, while sales to the commercial and industrial
customers decreased, resulting in a slight decrease in Total Sales to Ultimate Customers. The
TYSP Utilities have not completed new sales forecasts that reflect the impact from the COVID-19
pandemic at this time.

Figure 18: FPL & GPC Growth
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As mentioned earlier, on January 1, 2019, GPC became a subsidiary of NextEra, FPL’s parent
company. FPL and GPC plan to integrate the two systems into a single electric system, effective
January 1, 2022. For the instant report, the demand and energy forecasts for FPL and GPC are
presented separately for the years 2020 and 2021. For years 2022 through 2029, the demand and
energy forecasts for FPL/GPC are presented as a single integrated utility (FPL), as depicted in
Figure 19.

The three graphs in Figure 19 show FPL’s seasonal peak demand and net energy for load, for the
historic years 2010 through 2019 and forecast years 2020 through 2029. These graphs include the
impact of demand-side management, and for future years assume that all available demand
response resources will be activated during the seasonal peak. FPL expects a spike in all demand
and energy forecasts in 2022 due to its planned integration with GPC’s system. Historically,
demand response has not been activated during the seasonal peak demand, excluding the winters
0f 2009-10 and 2010-11.

The three graphs in Figure 20 show GPC’s seasonal peak demand and net energy for load, for the
historic years 2010 through 2019 and forecast years 2020 through 2021. GPC’s demand and energy
forecasts sharply decline to zero after 2021 due to the utility’s planned integration with FPL’s
system.

As investor-owned utilities, FPL and GPC are subject to FEECA and currently offer energy
efficiency and demand response programs to customers to reduce peak demand and annual energy
consumption. The last FEECA goal-setting proceeding was completed in November 2019,
establishing goals for the period 2020 through 2024.
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Figure 19: FPL Demand and Energy Forecasts
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Figure 20: GPC Demand and Energy Forecasts

mmmm Conservation & Self-Service

3,600
3,200
2,800
2,400
2,000

1,600

Summer Peak Demand (MW)

Demand Response =@=Total Demand =@=Net Firm Demand

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014
2015

Actual

mmm Conservation & Self-Service

3,600
3,200
2,800
2,400
2,000

1,600

Winter Peak Demand (MW)

14,000
13,500
13,000
12,500
12,000
11,500
11,000

Net Energy for Load (GWh)

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan and Data Responses

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028

Projected

2029

Demand Response ==@==Total Demand =@=Net Firm Demand

[ — (o] o < v o o~ o] N [ =3 — N o <t vy O o~ ] N
N O O I B R R B B B B B AR B I A IR I B,
D oS — N o <t v O o~ 0 ()] (=] — N [ag] <t vy O o~ o0
> — — — — — — —_ — — - Q N N I I I Q o I
(=3 (=] (=3 (=] (=] (=] (=] (=3 (=] (=] (=] (= (=] (= (=3 (=] (= (=] (= (=3
N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
Actual Projected
Conservation & Self-Service ~ =@=Total Energy for Load = =®-Net Energy for Load
— — — — — — — — — — (] (o] [\ o o N [\] o (] [\
(=3 (=3 (=] (=3 (=3 (=] (=] (=3 (=3 (=] (=] (=3 (=3 (=] (=] (=3 (=3 (=] (= (=3
N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
Actual Projected

53



Fuel Diversity

Table 12 shows FPL’s and GPC’s actual net energy for load by fuel type for 2019, and the
projected fuel mix for the combined companies for 2029. FPL relies primarily upon natural gas
and nuclear for energy generation, making up approximately 96 percent of net energy for load in
2019. GPC was an energy exporter in 2019, producing approximately 30 percent more energy than
it required for native load. While natural gas was the dominant fuel source in 2019, coal was the
second most utilized fuel source. FPL projects that renewable energy will provide over 16 percent
of its generation by 2029, which is the second highest percentage of renewable energy generation
in 2029 of the TYSP Utilities.

Table 12: FPL and GPC Energy Generation by Fuel Type

Net Energy for Load
Fuel Type FPL GPC FPL
2019 2019 2029
GWh % GWh % GWh %
Natural Gas 93,373 74.6% 8,808 75.0% 87,157 61.9%
Coal 2,488 2.0% 4,125 35.1% 232 0.2%
Nuclear 27,791 22.2% 0 0.0% 28,590 20.3%
Oil 477 0.4% 0 0.0% 5 0.0%
Renewable 2,396 1.9% 1,263 10.3% 22,947 16.2%
Interchange 0 0.0% -3,556 -30.3% 0 0.0%
Other -1,328 -1.1% 1.101 9.4% 1,789 1.3%
Total 125,167 11,741 140,720

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan

Reliability Requirements

While previously only reserve margin has been discussed, Florida’s utilities use multiple indices
to determine the reliability of its electric supply. An additional metric is the Loss of Load
Probability (LOLP), which is a probabilistic assessment of the duration of time electric customer
demand will exceed electric supply, and is measured in units of days per year. FPL uses a
maximum LOLP of no more than 0.1 days per year, or approximately 1 day of outage per 10 years.
Between the two reliability indices, LOLP and reserve margin, the reserve margin requirement is
typically the controlling factor for the addition of capacity.

Since 1999, FPL has utilized a 20 percent reserve margin criterion for planning based on a
stipulation approved by the Commission, while GPC did not have an explicit planning reserve
margin criteria for 2020 through 2021. Figure 21 displays the forecast planning reserve margin for
GPC (through 2021) and FPL through the planning period for both seasons, with and without the
use of demand response. As shown in the figure, FPL’s generation needs are controlled by its
summer peak throughout the planning period.
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Figure 21: FPL and GPC Reserve Margin Forecast
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In addition to LOLP and the reserve margin, FPL utilizes a third reliability criterion which it refers
to as its 10 percent generation-only reserve margin. This criterion requires that available firm
capacity be 10 percent greater than the sum of customer seasonal demand, without consideration
of incremental energy efficiency and all existing and incremental demand response resources.
Currently, no other utility utilizes this same metric. FPL’s generation-only reserve margin is not
the controlling factor for any planned unit additions. However, it does provide useful information
regarding the assurance that the projected 20 percent reserve margin will be realized.

While FPL does not include incremental energy efficiency resources and cumulative demand
response in its resource planning for the generation-only reserve margin criterion, the utility would
remain subject to FEECA and the conservation goals established by the Commission. FPL would
continue paying rebates and other incentives to participants, which are collected from all
ratepayers through the Energy Conservation Cost Recovery Clause, but would not consider the
potential capacity reductions of any future participation in energy efficiency or demand response
programs during the 10-year planning period for planning purposes only when using this reliability
criterion.
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Energy efficiency, which includes installation of equipment designed to reduce peak demand and
annual energy consumption, is considered a passive resource. While demand response must be
activated by the utility, energy efficiency provides benefits consistently for the duration of the
installation, reducing annual energy consumption, and if usage is coincident with system peak,
peak demand. Customers do not remove building envelope improvements or newly installed
equipment until the end of its service life for replacement.

As noted in the Statewide Perspective, the Commission does review the impact on reserve margin
of demand response resources. At this time, FPL offers two types of demand response programs.
The first type is interruptible and curtailable load programs, consisting of the
Commercial/Industrial Load Control Program (CILC) and Commercial/Industrial Demand
Reduction Rider (CDR) tariffs. The second type is load management programs, including the
Residential On-Call and Business On-Call Programs. FPL utilizes load management programs on
residential customers more often than commercial/industrial customers. GPC also has utilized
demand response as a way of meeting reserve margin requirements through two types of demand
response programs. The first type a curtailable load through the Commercial Curtailable Load
Program, and time of use rates. The second type is automated energy monitoring through its
Energy Select Program, which helps customers monitor and control energy consumption.

Generation Resources
Both FPL and GPC plan multiple unit retirements and additions during the planning period. These
changes are as described in Table 13 for the FPL region and Table 14 for the GPC region.

A combined total of 1,286 MW of coal generation is being retired, between FPL’s partial
ownership of Scherer 4 (634 MW) and GPC’s Daniel 1 & 2 (502 MW) and Crist4 & 5 (150 MW).
FPL also plans to retire Manatee 1 & 2 in 2021 due to the significant annual capital and operation
and maintenance (O&M) costs required to keep these relatively fuel-inefficient units operational.
Originally set for retirement in 2028, the 2021 retirement of these units is projected to save FPL
customers approximately $101 million, net of projected generation and transmission costs needed
to offset the loss of 1,618 MW of firm capacity. GPC also plans to retire four smaller oil and gas
CT units with a total capacity of 44 MW over the planning period. Some of the retirements for
GPC units may vary, as FPL has indicated these retirements borrow from end-of-life depreciation
calculations and do not represent results from an operational evaluation of the units.

The projected in-service dates of FPL’s planned nuclear units are outside the 10-year planning
period. FPL filed a need determination with the Commission on October 20, 2017, for the Dania
Beach Clean Energy Center, another natural gas-fired combined cycle unit, which was granted on
March 19, 2018. The unit is expected to be in-service by 2022. Before the interconnection with
FPL, GPC plans four natural gas-fired CTs, Crist 8, for a total of 938 MW in 2021.

FPL and GPC plan to add a total of 8,879 MW of solar photovoltaic plants over the planning
period. FPL’s solar additions include: 300 MW of SoBRA approved in the Fuel and Purchased
Power Cost Recovery Clause docket, and 1,490 MW from the SolarTogether Program, which was
approved by the Commission in March 2020. GPC has sited three solar plants for a total of 225
MW that will go into service before 2022. An additional 5,513 MW of solar is planned for the FPL
region and 1,341 MW for the GPC region between 2022 and 2029. All planned solar additions
make up approximately 73 percent of FPL’s and GPC’s planned future units.
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FPL and GPC plan to add a total of 1,169 MW of battery storage over the planning period. FPL’s
469 MW battery storage project is planned for late 2021, of which 409 MW will be placed in
service in Manatee County to offset the retirement of Manatee 1 & 2. FPL plans two more battery
projects in the GPC region, 200 MW in 2028 and 500 MW in 2029. The batteries being deployed
in these projects will expand the number of storage applications and configurations that FPL will
be able to test, as well as making the scale of deployment more meaningful, given the large size
of FPL’s system.
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Table 13: FPL Generation Resource Changes

Net Solar Firm
Plant Name Unit Capacity Capacity
LLGELS & Unit Number Type (MW) (MW) Iz
Sum Sum
Retiring Units
2021 Manatee 1 & 2 NG - ST 1,618 N/A
2021 Scherer 4 BIT- ST 634 N/A
Total Retirements 2,252
New Units
2020 Hibiscus PV 75 41
2020 Southfork PV 75 41
; Docket No. 20190001-EI
2020 Echo River PV 75 41
2020 Okeechobee PV 75 41
2020 Northern Preserve PV 75 41
2020 Twin Lakes PV 75 41
2020 Cattle Ranch PV 75 41
2020 Sweetbay PV 75 41
2020 Babcock Preserve PV 75 41
2020 Blue Heron PV 75 41
2020 | Egret PV 75 41
2020 Lakeside PV 75 41
2020 | Magnolia Springs PV 75 41
2020 Nassau PV 75 37
2020 Trailside PV 7s 37 Docket No. 20190061-EI
2020 | Union Springs PV 75 37
2021 Pelican PV 75 41
2021 Rodeo PV 75 41
2021 Discovery PV 75 41
2021 Willow PV 75 37
2021 Orange Blossom PV 75 37
2021 Palm Bay PV 75 37
2021 Fort Drum PV 75 37
2021 Sabal Palm PV 75 37
2021 Manatee Energy Storage BAT 409 N/A
2021 Sunshine Gateway Energy Storage BAT 30 N/A
2021 Echo River Energy Storage BAT 30 N/A
2022 | Dania Beach Clean Energy Center | NG — CC 1,163 N/A | Docket No. 20170225-EI
2025-29 | Unsited Solar PV 5,513 1,553
Total New Units 8,945 2,505
| Net Additions 6,693

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan
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Table 14: GPC Generation Resource Changes

Plant Name . Net Sola.r Firm
Year & Unit Number Unit Type | Capacity (MW) | Capacity (MW) Notes
Sum Sum
Retiring Units
2024 Daniel 1 & 2 BIT - ST 502 N/A
2024 Crist 4 BIT — ST 75 N/A
2025 Pea Ridge 1 -3 NG-CT 12 N/A
2026 Crist 5 BIT — ST 75 N/A
2027 Lansing Smith A DFO - CT 32 N/A
Total Retirements 696
New Units
2020 Blue Indigo PV 75 41
2021 Crist 8 NG-CT 938 N/A
2021 Blue Springs PV 75 37
2021 Chautauqua PV 75 37
2022-24 | Unsited Solar PV 1,341 642
2028 Unsited Battery Storage BAT 200 N/A
2029 Unsited Battery Storage BAT 500 N/A
Total New Units 3,204 642
| Net Additions | 2,508 |

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan
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Duke Energy Florida, LLC (DEF)

DEF is an investor-owned utility and Florida’s second largest electric utility. The utility’s service
territory is within the FRCC region and is primarily in central and west central Florida. As an
investor-owned utility, the Commission has regulatory authority over all aspects of operations,
including rates, reliability, and safety. Pursuant to Section 186.801(2), F.S., the Commission finds
DEF’s 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan suitable for planning purposes.

Load & Energy Forecasts

In 2019, DEF had approximately 1,832,885 customers and annual retail energy sales of 39,187
GWh or approximately 16.9 percent of Florida’s annual retail energy sales. Figure 22 illustrates
the utility’s historic and forecasted growth rates in customers and retail energy sales, in terms of
percentage growth from 2010. Over the last 10 years, DEF’s customer base has increased by 11.70
percent, while retail sales have grown by 0.67 percent.

In the 2020 TYSP, DEF projected a reduction in its customer growth specifically for the period
2022-2024. The utility explained that this is due to nearly 3,000 Hardee County customers being
transferred from DEF to Peace River Electric Cooperative (PRECO) as a result of a territorial
agreement. The customer forecast in DEF’s 2019 TYSP did not reflect this information because
the agreement was not yet finalized at the time of completing the 2019 TYSP forecast.

Since the COVID-19 pandemic shutdown in mid-March 2020, DEF’s weather-adjusted Total Sales
to Ultimate Customers have declined significantly as many businesses and schools were forced to
close. The utility revealed that, for the months of April through June 2020, the energy sales showed
steep year-over-year declines, which occurred in the commercial, industrial, governmental, and
other classes. Contrarily, the residential class experienced gains in energy sales in this same period,
which was expected as home occupants remained in the home much more than usual. DEF’s actual
data for the second quarter of 2020 shows that, in comparison with the original 2020 TYSP
forecasts, the sales reductions in commercial and governmental classes are respectively 14.1
percent and 18.4 percent, and the reduction in total retail sales is approximately 6.3 percent. DEF
expects that the actual retail sales in 2020 and 2021 would be reduced from what it forecasted in
2020 TYSP due to the impact of the pandemic, although there is still significant uncertainty
surrounding the degree of the reduction.
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Figure 22: DEF Growth
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The three graphs in Figure 23 show DEF’s seasonal peak demand and net energy for load for the
historic years of 2010 through 2019 and forecast years 2020 through 2029. These graphs include
the full impact of demand-side management and assume that all available demand response
resources will be activated during the seasonal peak. Historically, demand response has not been
activated during seasonal peak demand, excluding extreme weather events. As an investor-owned
utility, DEF is subject to FEECA, and currently offers energy efficiency and demand response
programs to customers to reduce peak demand and annual energy consumption. In November
2019, the Commission established demand side management goals for the FEECA utilities for the
years 2020 through 2024. DEF assumes the trends in these goals will be extended through the
forecast period. The utility’s 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan reflects these goals.
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Figure 23: DEF Demand and Energy Forecasts
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Fuel Diversity

Table 15 shows DEF’s actual net energy for load by fuel type as of 2019 and the projected fuel
mix for 2029. DEF relies primarily upon natural gas and coal for energy generation, making up
approximately 88 percent of net energy for load. DEF plans to reduce coal usage over the planning
period, and to increase renewable energy generation, making natural gas and renewable energy
DEF’s primary sources of generation by 2029. DEF projects the third highest percentage of
renewable energy generation in 2029 of the TYSP Utilities.

Table 15: DEF Energy Generation by Fuel Type

Net Energy for Load
Fuel Type 2019 2029
GWh % GWh %
Natural Gas 35,170 78.5% 35,671 77.3%
Coal 4,322 9.6% 3,540 7.7%
Nuclear 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Qil 33 0.1% 65 0.1%
Renewable 907 2.0% 6,812 14.8%
Interchange 1,277 2.9% 34 0.1%
NUG & Other 3,093 6.9% 2 0.0%
Total 44,801 46,124

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan and Data Responses

Reliability Requirements

Since 1999, DEF has utilized a 20 percent planning reserve margin criterion. Figure 24 displays
the forecast planning reserve margin for DEF through the planning period for both seasons, with
and without the use of demand response. As shown in the figure, DEF’s generation needs are
mostly controlled by its summer peaking throughout the planning period. It appears, however, that
by the winter of 2027-28 DEF’s planning will be controlled by its winter peaking needs. Current
and planned investments in solar generation contribute to this shift because solar resources provide
coincident capacity during the summer peak but not the winter peak. Therefore, DEF’s reserve
margin, inclusive of demand response, is 19.6 percent in the winter of 2028-29. As DEF
approaches this date, the utility will continue to evaluate how to meet its 20 percent reserve margin
criterion.
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Figure 24: DEF Reserve Margin Forecast
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Generation Resources

DEF projects multiple unit retirements and additions during the planning period, as described in
Table 16. DEF plans to retire one gas and several oil-fired units at multiple power plant sites. DEF
is adding two combustion turbines, one in 2027 and one in 2029, at undesignated sites.

DEF has included 1,254 MW of planned solar additions outside of the 149 MW of SoBRA
additions approved by the Commission.'®!7 As a result of forecasts that show the continued
reduction in the cost of solar PV technology, DEF has incorporated this energy source as a supply-
side resource in both its near-term and long-term generation plans. The solar additions make up
approximately 76 percent of DEF’s planned total new MW. In July 2020, DEF petitioned the
Commission to implement a Clean Energy Connection program (CEC), which is designed to be a
community solar program through which participating customers can voluntarily subscribe to a

16 Order No. PSC-2019-0159-FOF-EI, issued April 30, 2019, in Docket No. 20180149-E1, In re: Petition for a limited
proceeding to approve first solar base rate adjustment, by Duke Energy Florida, LLC.

17 Order No. PSC-2019-0292-FOF-EI, issued July 22, 2019, in Docket No. 20190072-El, In re: Petition for a limited
proceeding to approve second solar base rate adjustment, by Duke Energy Florida, LLC.
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share of new solar energy centers.'® Therefore, the impact of this petition is not included in Table
16. If approved, the program’s impact on other planned solar generation will be addressed in the
utility’s next Ten-Year Site Plan.

DEF has announced three Li-ion battery storage projects, totaling 22 MW. These projects consist
of an 11 MW facility in Gilchrist County, a 5.5 MW facility in Gulf County, and a 5.5 MW in
Hamilton County. DEF intends to complete the three projects by the end of 2020. DEF stated these
facilities will enhance grid operations, increase efficiencies, improve overall reliability, and
provide backup generation during outages.

Table 16: DEF Generation Resource Changes

Net Solar Firm
Plant Name Unit Capacit Capacit
R & Unit Number Type (l\l’iw)y (S“Emlel}‘l) Notes
Sum Sum
Retiring Units
2020 | Avon Park P1 NG -CT 24 N/A
2020 | Avon Park P2 DFO -CT 24 N/A
2025 | Bayboro P1-4 DFO -CT 171 N/A
2027 | Debary P2-6 DFO -CT 249 N/A
2027 | Bartow P1 & 3 DFO -CT 82 N/A
2027 | University of Florida P1 DFO - CT 44 N/A
Total Retired MW 594 N/A
New Units
2020 | Debary PV 75 34 | Docket No. 20190072-EI.
2020 | Columbia PV 75 43 | Docket No. 20180149-EL.
2021 | Twin Rivers PV 75 43
2021 | Santa Fe PV 75 43
2021 | Duette PV 75 43
2021 | Charlie Creek PV 75 43
2021 | Archer PV 56 32
2022 | Unknown Solar PV 150 86
2023 | Unknown Solar PV 150 86
2024 | Unknown Solar PV 150 86
2025 | Unknown Solar PV 150 86
2026 | Unknown Solar PV 75 43
2027 | Unknown 1 NG-CT 226 N/A
2027 | Unknown Solar PV 75 43
2028 | Unknown Solar PV 75 43
2029 | Unknown 2 NG -CT 226 N/A
2029 | Unknown Solar PV 75 43
Total New MW 1,856 754
Percentage of Solar MW Planned of Total New MW 76%
Net Additions 1,262

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan

18 See Document No. 03509-2020, filed on July 1, 2020, in Docket No. 20200176-El, In re: Petition for a limited
proceeding to approve clean energy connection program and tariff and stipulation, by Duke Energy Florida, LLC.
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Tampa Electric Company (TECO)

TECO is an investor-owned utility and Florida’s third largest electric utility. The utility’s service
territory is within the FRCC region and consists primarily of the Tampa metropolitan area. As an
investor-owned utility, the Commission has regulatory authority over all aspects of operations,
including rates, reliability, and safety. Pursuant to Section 186.801(2), F.S., the Commission finds
TECO’s 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan suitable for planning purposes.

Load & Energy Forecasts

In 2019, TECO had approximately 771,960 customers and annual retail energy sales of 19,783
GWh or approximately 8.5 percent of Florida’s annual retail energy sales. Figure 25 illustrates the
utility’s historic and forecasted growth rates in customers and retail energy sales beginning in
2010. Over the last 10 years, TECO’s customer base has increased by 15.05 percent, while retail
sales have increased by 2.97 percent.

In 2019, the utility’s customer growth in the residential sector averaged 2.2 percent driven
primarily by new construction and increasing net in-migration to its service area. Over the next 10
years, TECO expects its customer numbers will continue to grow at an average rate of 1.5 percent
annually. The speed of growth would, however, slightly decrease each year for the entire
forecasting period. The main driver behind these customer growth forecasts is the population
projections prepared by the University of Florida’s Bureau of Economic and Business Research
(BEBR). Specifically, the projection of Hillsborough County’s population is one of the primary
explanatory variables in TECO’s customer growth models.

In 2019, TECO’s total annual retail energy sales was slightly higher than what was achieved in
2018. This is primarily attributed to the inclusion of a new phosphate mining load for a temporary
period (2018 to 2020). Over the forecast horizon, TECO’s retail energy sales growth will be lower
than the customer growth. This trend is attributed to continued per-customer usage declines in the
residential sector and declines in the phosphate sector as mining continues to move south, exiting
the utility’s service territory. The utility anticipates the average consumption per residential
customer will decline at an average annual rate of 0.1 percent, primarily due to greater energy
efficiencies of appliances, lighting, and new homes, as well as conservation efforts and changes in
the housing mix.

Regarding the COVID-19 pandemic’s impact, TECO experienced about 4 percent above normal
residential energy sales for the period April to July 2020, but about 5 percent and 8 percent below
normal commercial and industrial sales, respectively. In total, the impact to the retail energy sales
is estimated to be a decline of approximately 2.4 percent. The utility indicated that assuming
normal weather for the remainder of 2020 and 2021, its overall sales volumes would be slightly
lower than the projections presented in its instant TY SP.
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Figure 25: TECO Growth
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The three graphs in Figure 26 show TECO’s seasonal peak demand and net energy for load for the
historic years of 2010 through 2019 and forecast years 2020 through 2029. These graphs include
the full impact of demand-side management, and assume that all available demand response
resources will be activated during the seasonal peak. Historically, demand response has not been
activated during seasonal peak demand, excluding extreme weather events. As an investor-owned
utility, TECO is subject to FEECA and currently offers energy efficiency and demand response
programs to customers to reduce peak demand and annual energy consumption. In 2019, TECO
continued operating within the 2015-2024 DSM Plan which supports the approved FPSC goals as
required by FEECA. The utility’s 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan reflects these goals.
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Figure 26: TECO Demand and Energy Forecasts
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Fuel Diversity

Table 17 shows TECO’s actual net energy for load by fuel type as of 2019 and the projected fuel
mix for 2029. Based on its 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan, natural gas is used for the majority of TECO’s
energy generation. Natural gas accounts for approximately 84 percent of net energy for load. In
the future, TECO projects that energy from coal will decrease and energy from natural gas will
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increase. TECO projects that renewable energy will increase from 3.6 percent to 12.9 percent by
2029. TECO projects the fifth highest percentage of renewable energy generation in 2029 of the
TYSP Utilities.

Table 17: TECO Energy Generation by Fuel Type

Net Energy for Load
Fuel Type 2019 2029
GWh % GWh Y%
Natural Gas 17,493 84.2% 18,981 84.6%
Coal 1,214 5.8% 444 2.0%
Nuclear 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Oil 1 0.0% 0 0.0%
Renewable 756 3.6% 2,902 12.9%
Interchange 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
NUG & Other 1,305 6.3% 103 0.5%
Total 20,770 22,430

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan and Data Responses

Reliability Requirements

Since 1999, TECO has utilized a 20 percent planning reserve margin criterion. TECO also elects
to maintain a minimum supply-side reserve margin of 7 percent. Figure 27 displays the forecast
planning reserve margin for TECO through the planning period for both seasons, with and without
the use of demand response. As shown in the figure, TECO’s generation needs begin to be
controlled by its winter peak in 2021. TECO’s current and planned investments in solar generation
contribute to this shift in planning because solar resources provide coincident capacity during the
summer peak but not the winter peak. TECO’s 7 percent supply-side only reserve margin is not
the controlling factor for any planned unit additions. However, it does provide useful information
regarding the assurance that the projected 20 percent reserve margin will be realized.
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Figure 27: TECO Reserve Margin Forecast
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Generation Resources

TECO plans a unit retirement and multiple unit additions during the planning period, as described
in Table 18. TECO anticipates retiring its natural gas-fired Big Bend Unit 2 in 2021. TECO also
plans to convert its stand-alone Big Bend Unit 1 steam turbine into a natural gas-fired combined
cycle unit by 2023. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection has found that a
determination of need is not necessary for this conversion.

TECO also anticipates adding several solar projects over the planning period. The utility has
included 655 MW of planned solar additions outside of the 149 MW of SoBRA units already
approved by the Commission.!® All planned solar additions make up approximately 43 percent of
TECQO’s planned total new capacity.

TECO also plans the addition of several distributed energy resources throughout its territory. Over
the planning period, the utility plans to add 185 MW of reciprocating engines and 220 MW of
battery storage. These additions are projected to yield improved environmental and reliability
benefits, to enhance operational flexibility, and to improve system resiliency.

19 Order No. PSC-2019-0477-FOF-EI, issued November 12, 2019, in Docket No. 20190136-EL, In re: Petition for a
limited proceeding to approve third SOBRA, by Tampa Electric Company.
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Table 18: TECO Generation Resource Changes

Net Solar Firm
Plant Name . Capaci Capaci
Year & Unit Number Unit Type (I\%W)ty (Suﬁlm 3) Notes
Sum Sum
Retiring Units
2021 | Big Bend 2 NG - ST 385 N/A
Total Retirements 385 N/A
New Units
2020 | Little Manatee River PV 75 39 | SoBRA units approved in
2020 | Wimauma PV 75 43 | Docket No. 20190136-EI.
2021 | Durrance PV 60 35
2021 | Mountain View PV 53 30
2021 | Future Solar 1 & 2 PV 95 53
2021 | BigBend CT 5 & 6 NG -CT 660 N/A
2021 | Reciprocating Engine 1-5 NG -IC 93 N/A
2022 | Battery Storage 1-3 BAT 30 N/A
2022 | Future Solar 3-5 PV 224 125
2023 | Future Solar 6-8 PV 224 125
2025 | Reciprocating Engine 6 NG -1IC 19 N/A
2025 | Battery Storage 4 BAT 10 N/A
2026 | Battery Storage 5-10 BAT 60 N/A
2027 | Reciprocating Engine 7-10 NG -1IC 74 N/A
2028 | Battery Storage 11-16 BAT 60 N/A
2029 | Battery Storage 17-22 BAT 60 N/A
Total New Units 1,869 450
| Percentage of Solar MW Planned of Total New MW | 43% |
| Net Additions | 1,484 |

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan
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Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA)

FMPA is a governmental wholesale power company owned by several Florida municipal utilities
throughout the state. Collectively, FMPA is Florida’s eighth largest electric utility and third largest
municipal electric utility. While FMPA has 31 member systems, only those members who are
participants in the All-Requirements Power Supply Project (ARP) are addressed in the utility’s
Ten-Year Site Plan. FMPA is responsible for planning activities associated with ARP member
systems. As a municipal utility, the Commission’s regulatory authority is limited to safety, rate
structure, territorial boundaries, bulk power supply, operations, and planning. Pursuant to Section
186.801(2), F.S., the Commission finds FMPA’s 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan suitable for planning
purposes.

Load & Energy Forecasts

In 2019, FMPA had approximately 266,101 customers and annual retail energy sales of 5,842
GWh or approximately 2.5 percent of Florida’s annual retail energy sales. Figure 28 illustrates the
utility’s historic and forecasted growth rates in customers and retail energy sales beginning in
2010. Over the last 10 years, FMPA’s customer base has increased by 2.16 percent, while retail
sales have decreased by 1.95 percent. As illustrated, FMPA’s retail energy sales growth rate is
anticipated to exceed its historic 2010 peak in 2022.

From the start of the COVID-19 pandemic effects on the U.S., FMPA assumed a 5 percent decrease
in energy sales for the remainder of the fiscal year on a weather-normalized basis. In March 2020,
energy sales were above projected, driven in large part by weather. For April 2020, energy sales
were approximately 1.2 percent above projected. When adjusted for weather, sales are
approximately 2 to 3 percent below budget, attributable to the impact of the pandemic. Although
recent data is more encouraging than FMPA’s conservative planning estimate of 5 percent sales
reduction, the utility is continuing to assume approximately 5 percent sales decline, on a weather
adjusted basis, for the remainder of 2020. For 2021, FMPA also expects lower energy sales
compared to what is projected in its 2020 TYSP. The utility will continue to monitor the sales on
a daily basis and adjust future projections as appropriate.
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Figure 28: FMPA Growth
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The three graphs in Figure 29 show FMPA’s seasonal peak demand and net energy for load for
the historic years of 2010 through 2019 and forecast years 2020 through 2029. As FMPA is a
wholesale power company, it does not directly engage in energy efficiency or demand response
programs. ARP member systems do offer demand-side management programs, the impacts of
which are included in the graphs.

Figure 29: FMPA Demand and Energy Forecasts
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Fuel Diversity

Table 19 shows FMPA'’s actual net energy for load by fuel type as of 2019 and the projected fuel
mix for 2029. FMPA uses natural gas as its primary fuel, supplemented by coal and nuclear
generation. FMPA projects a decrease in energy generation from coal in 2029, but approximately
87 percent of energy would still be sourced from natural gas and nuclear. FMPA projects serving
7 percent of its net energy for load with renewable resources by the end of the planning period.

Table 19: FMPA Energy Generation by Fuel Type

Net Energy for Load
Fuel Type 2019 2029
GWh % GWh %

Natural Gas 4,757 75.6% 5,507 81.2%
Coal 1,121 17.8% 403 5.9%
Nuclear 368 5.9% 399 5.9%
0il 3 0.0% 0 0.0%
Renewable 41 0.7% 472 7.0%
Interchange 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
NUG & Other 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Total 6,290 6,781

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan and Data Responses

Reliability Requirements

FMPA utilizes a 15 percent planning reserve margin criterion. Figure 30 displays the forecast
planning reserve margin for FMPA through the planning period for both seasons, inclusive of
impacts from energy efficiency programs. As shown in the figure, FMPA’s generation needs are
controlled by its summer peak throughout the planning period.
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Figure 30: FMPA Reserve Margin Forecast
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Generation Resources
FMPA plans no unit additions or retirements during the planning period.
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Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU)

GRU is a municipal utility and the smallest electric utility required to file a Ten-Year Site Plan.
The utility’s service territory is within the FRCC region and consists of the City of Gainesville and
its surrounding area. GRU also provides wholesale power to the City of Alachua and Clay Electric
Cooperative. As a municipal utility, the Commission’s regulatory authority is limited to safety,
rate structure, territorial boundaries, bulk power supply, operations, and planning. Pursuant to
Section 186.801(2), F.S., the Commission finds GRU’s 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan suitable for
planning purposes.

Load & Energy Forecasts

In 2019, GRU had approximately 98,324 customers and annual retail energy sales of 1,830 GWh,
or approximately 0.8 percent of Florida’s annual retail energy sales. Figure 31 illustrates the
utility’s historic and forecasted growth rates in customers and retail energy sales beginning in
2010.

Over the last 10 years, GRU’s customer base has increased by 6.48 percent, while retail sales have
increased by 0.33 percent. The utility reported consumption per residential and non-residential
customers declined 0.85 percent and 0.7 percent per year, respectively, over the past 10 years. It
believed that some of the factors effecting the per-customer consumption reduction include the
2007-2008 recession, increased electricity price, improved building envelopes, as well as energy
standards (regulatory) and measures (utility). For the next 10 years, the projected consumption per
residential and non-residential customers are projected to decline 0.21 percent and 0.19 percent
per year, respectively.

To project the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic, GRU made subjective adjustments to its
forecasts of customers and sales. The adjustments were made to each month from April 2020
through December 2020 such that projected impacts ramped up during April and May, held
constant through September, and then diminished gradually from October through December. By
January 2021, GRU resumes its base case forecast trajectory. The primary contingency within this
set of assumptions is that the University of Florida resumes live classes by early September and
that the home football schedule resembles its original plan. Based upon these adjustments, GRU
projects its total retail sales would decrease 2.2 percent for the utility’s 2020 fiscal year (October
through September) and decrease 0.8 percent for its 2021 fiscal year.
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Figure 31: GRU Growth
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The three graphs in Figure 32 show GRU’s seasonal peak demand and net energy for load for the
historic years of 2010 through 2019 and forecast years 2020 through 2029. GRU engages in
multiple energy efficiency programs to reduce customer peak demand and annual energy for load.
The graphs in Figure 32 include the impact of these demand-side management programs.
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Fuel Diversity

Table 20 shows GRU’s actual net energy for load by fuel type as of 2019 and the projected fuel
mix for 2029. In 2019, natural gas was the primary fuel followed by renewables and coal
respectively. By the year 2029, renewables are expected to drop in usage while the energy obtained
by burning coal and natural gas is expected to increase.

Table 20: GRU Energy Generation by Fuel Type

Net Energy for Load
Fuel Type 2019 2029
GWh % GWh %

Natural Gas 854 42.7% 952 48.2%
Coal 449 22.5% 616 31.2%
Nuclear 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
il 8 0.4% 0 0.0%
Renewable 617 30.9% 335 17.0%
Interchange 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
NUG & Other 72 3.6% 71 3.6%

Total 2,000 1,974

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan and Data Responses

Reliability Requirements

GRU utilizes a 15 percent planning reserve margin criterion for seasonal peak demand. Figure 33
displays the forecast planning reserve margin for GRU through the planning period for both
seasons, including the impacts of demand-side management. As shown in the figure, GRU’s
generation needs are controlled by its summer peak throughout the planning period. As a smaller
utility, the reserve margin is an imperfect measure of reliability due to the relatively large impact
a single unit may have on reserve margin. For example, GRU’s largest single unit, Deerhaven 2, a
coal-fired steam unit, represented 53 percent of its summer net firm peak demand in 2019.
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Figure 33: GRU Reserve Margin Forecast
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Generation Resources
GRU currently plans to retire a natural gas-fired steam unit in 2022, and two natural gas-fired
combustion turbines in 2026, as described in Table 21. As a smaller utility, single units can have

a large impact upon reserve margin.

Table 21: GRU Generation Resource Changes

Net
Plant Name . Capacity
LLGELS & Unit Number I MW)
Sum
Retiring Units
2022 | Deerhaven FSO1 NG - ST 75
2026 | Deerhaven GT01 & GT02 | NG —-CT 35
Total Retirements 110
| Net Additions | 110 ]

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan
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JEA

JEA, formerly known as Jacksonville Electric Authority, is Florida’s largest municipal utility and
fifth largest electric utility. JEA’s service territory is within the FRCC region, and includes all of
Duval County as well as portions of Clay and St. Johns Counties. As a municipal utility, the
Commission’s regulatory authority is limited to safety, rate structure, territorial boundaries, bulk
power supply, operations, and planning. Pursuant to Section 186.801(2), F.S., the Commission
finds JEA’s 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan suitable for planning purposes.

Load & Energy Forecasts

In 2019, JEA had approximately 474,178 customers and annual retail energy sales of 12,328 GWh
or approximately 5.3 percent of Florida’s annual retail energy sales. Figure 34 illustrates the
utility’s historic and forecasted growth rates in customers and retail energy sales beginning in
2010. Over the last 10 years, JEA’s customer base has increased by 14.13 percent, while retail
sales have decreased by 2.62 percent. As illustrated, JEA’s retail energy sales are not anticipated
to exceed its historic 2010 peak until 2024.

For the instant TYSP, JEA’s projected growth rate of the annual average total customers would
reach a peak in 2022-2024 then start to decrease each year for the rest of the forecasting period.
The utility explained that this trend is dictated by Moody’s housing start data and commercial
employment data which are the base for JEA’s forecast of customer growth.

JEA has performed monthly studies to capture potential COVID-19 pandemic impacts. The
utility’s actual sales data for March through June 2020 shows that residential sales increased about
1 percent while commercial and industrial sales declined about 12 percent and 5 percent,
respectively. JEA’s overall sales reduced 5 percent for these four months as compared to its 2019
actual sales. The utility expects its total projected sales to decline by 1.2 percent compared with
the projections in 2020 TYSP, and anticipates the pandemic to continuously impact the energy
sales for at least two years before recovering to follow the original forecast trend.

Figure 34: JEA Growth
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The three graphs in Figure 35 show JEA’s seasonal peak demand and net energy for load for the
historic years of 2010 through 2019 and forecast years 2020 through 2029. These graphs include
the full impact of demand-side management, and assume that all available demand response
resources will be activated during the seasonal peak.

Figure 35: JEA Demand and Energy Forecasts
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While a municipal utility, JEA is subject to FEECA and currently offers energy efficiency and
demand response programs to customers to reduce peak demand and annual energy consumption.
In November 2019, the FPSC established demand side management goals for the FEECA utilities
for the years 2020 through 2024. The utility’s 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan reflects these goals.

Fuel Diversity

Table 22 shows JEA’s actual net energy for load by fuel type as of 2019 and the projected fuel
mix for 2029. While natural gas was the dominant fuel source in 2019, coal was JEA’s second
most utilized fuel source. JEA’s 2020 Ten-Year Site plan projects that a majority of JEA’s net
energy for load will continue to come from natural gas and coal in 2029.

Table 22: JEA Energy Generation by Fuel Type

Net Energy for Load
Fuel Type 2019 2029
GWh % GWh %

Natural Gas 6,312 49.3% 6,240 45.5%
Coal 3,287 25.7% 5,121 37.4%
Nuclear 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
il 3 0.0% 1 0.0%
Renewable 146 1.1% 663 4.8%
Interchange 3,050 23.8% 1,679 12.3%
NUG & Other 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Total 12,798 13,704

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan and Data Responses

Reliability Requirements

JEA utilizes a 15 percent planning reserve margin criterion for seasonal peak demand. Figure 36
displays the forecast planning reserve margin for JEA through the planning period for both
seasons, with and without the use of demand response. As shown in the figure, JEA’s generation
needs begin to be controlled by its winter peak in 2023. JEA’s current and planned purchased
power agreements with solar generators contribute to this shift in planning because solar resources
provide coincident capacity during the summer peak but not the winter peak.
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Figure 36: JEA Reserve Margin Forecast

mmmmm Without Demand Response With Demand Response = — —=JEA Planning
= 30%
‘Bb
L5
=
o 20%
Z
%]
@n
D
&
5 10% A
=
=
=
7]
0% -
2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029
mmmmm Without Demand Response With Demand Response = — —=JEA Planning
30%
£
)
L]
=
% 20%
>
£
D
w2
)
% 0% -
2
=
0% -

2019-20  2020-21  2021-22  2022-23  2023-24  2024-25  2025-26  2026-27  2027-28  2028-29

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan

Generation Resources

JEA plans no unit additions during the planning period. JEA plans to retire Northside Unit 3
sometime during the planning period. However, a date has yet to be selected. Due to this, Northside
Unit 3 is still included in the reserve margin calculations for the 2020 TYSP.
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Lakeland Electric (LAK)

LAK is a municipal utility and the state’s third smallest electric utility required to file a Ten-Year
Site Plan. The utility’s service territory is within the FRCC region and consists of the City of
Lakeland and surrounding areas. As a municipal utility, the Commission’s regulatory authority is
limited to safety, rate structure, territorial boundaries, bulk power supply, operations, and planning.
Pursuant to Section 186.801(2), F.S., the Commission finds LAK’s 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan
suitable for planning purposes.

Load & Energy Forecasts

In 2019, LAK had approximately 132,217 customers and annual retail energy sales of 3,117 GWh
or approximately 1.3 percent of Florida’s annual retail energy sales. Figure 37 illustrates the
utility’s historic and forecasted growth rates in customers and retail energy sales beginning in
2010. Over the last 10 years, LAK’s customer base has increased by 8.54 percent, while retail sales
have grown by 5.09 percent.

For the instant TYSP, LAK projected that the growth rate of annual average customers would
decrease slightly each year after 2020 for the entire forecasting period. The utility indicated that
this result was based on the Moody’s Economic.com household forecast of Lakeland-Winter
Haven area which LAK used as the major input of its residential customer forecasting model. For
its commercial and industrial forecast, LAK used the forecasted moving average of the residential
customers as its input. Thus, these forecasts are also indirectly based on the same Moody’s
household forecast.

The utility projected that the growth rate of energy sales will lag behind the projected growth rate
of customers. As illustrated in the figure, the divergence is projected to increase marginally. The
main attributable factors are the decreased sales in residential and commercial sectors resulting
from improved energy efficiency. The average KWh consumptions in these sectors have been
declining, and the trends are expected to continue. The main contributing factors to the decline in
the residential sector are the increased appliance energy efficiency, improved building shell
insulation, and changes in building type mix. The main causes to the decline in the commercial
sector are the lighting upgrades, appliance energy efficiency, and the impact of the LAK’s energy
management system.

LAK has been aggregating AMI hourly meter interval data to track the COVID-19 pandemic
impacts. The utility’s actual sales data generated in mid-June 2020 (weather normalized), for the
period mid-March through mid-May of 2020, averaged 6 percent higher than forecasted for the
residential sector, but averaged 19 percent and 11 percent lower than forecasted for the commercial
and industry sectors, respectively. LAK also disclosed that, for the last weeks in May 2020, while
business were gradually being allowed to reopen, this pattern of sales data was changed to 4
percent higher than forecasted for the residential customers, but 12 percent and 9 percent lower
than forecasted for the commercial and industrial customers, respectively. As of mid-July 2020,
LAK’s total cumulative calendar year actual sales (weather normalized) were at a negative 2.1
percent compared to what was originally projected in 2020 TYSP. Assuming the same trend
continues, the utility expects that its weather normalized total sales are likely to end up in the 3
percent to 5 percent lower-than forecast range for the 2020 through 2022 timeframe.
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Figure 37: LAK Growth
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The three graphs in Figure 38 show LAK’s seasonal peak demand and net energy for load for the
historic years of 2010 through 2019 and forecast years 2020 through 2029. LAK offers energy
efficiency programs, the impacts of which are included in the graphs.
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LAK Demand and Energy Forecasts

Figure 38
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Fuel Diversity

Table 23 shows LAK’s actual net energy for load by fuel type as of 2019 and the projected fuel
mix for 2029. LAK uses natural gas as its primary fuel type for energy, with coal representing
about 17 percent net energy for load. While natural gas generation is anticipated to decrease, coal
is projected to increase by 2029.

Table 23: LAK Energy Generation by Fuel Type

Net Energy for Load
Fuel Type 2019 2029
GWh % GWh %
Natural Gas 2,382 74.7% 1,767 50.8%
Coal 548 17.2% 1,003 28.8%
Nuclear 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
il 0 0.0% 1 0.0%
Renewable 28 0.9% 28 0.8%
Interchange 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
NUG & Other 231 7.2% 682 19.6%
Total 3,189 3,481

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan and Data Responses

Reliability Requirements

LAK utilizes a 15 percent planning reserve margin criterion for seasonal peak demand. Figure 39
displays the forecast planning reserve margin for LAK through the planning period for both
seasons, including the impacts of demand-side management. As a smaller utility, the reserve
margin is an imperfect measure of reliability due to the relatively large impact a single unit may
have on reserve margin. For example, LAK’s largest single unit, McIntosh 5, a natural gas-fired
combined cycle unit, represented 51 percent of summer net firm peak demand in 2019.
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Figure 39: LAK Reserve Margin Forecast
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Generation Resources

LAK plans on adding a natural gas combustion turbine and retiring a natural gas steam turbine as

shown in Table 24.

Table 24: LAK Generation Resource Changes

Net
Plant Name . Capacity
R & Unit Number LnriE 157 MW)
Sum
Retiring Units
2020 | C.D.McIntosh2 | NG-ST 106 |
New Units
2020 | C.D. McIntosh GT 2 | NG-CT 115
| Net Additions 9 |

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan and Data Responses
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Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC)

OUC is a municipal utility and Florida’s seventh largest electric utility and second largest
municipal utility. The utility’s service territory is within the FRCC region and primarily consists
of the Orlando metropolitan area. As a municipal utility, the Commission’s regulatory authority is
limited to safety, rate structure, territorial boundaries, bulk power supply, operations, and planning.
Pursuant to Section 186.801(2), F.S., the Commission finds OUC’s 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan
suitable for planning purposes.

Load & Energy Forecasts

In 2019, OUC had approximately 247,443 customers and annual retail energy sales of 6,823 GWh
or approximately 2.9 percent of Florida’s annual retail energy sales. Over the last 10 years, OUC’s
retail sales has an average annual growth of 1.5 percent. Figure 40 illustrates the utility’s historic
and forecasted growth rates in customers and retail energy sales beginning in 2010.

Over the last 10 years, OUC’s customer base has increased by 19.5 percent, while retail energy
sales have increased by 11.3 percent, approximately. The utility expects a continued growth in
retail sales at an average annual rate of 1.7 percent for the current forecast horizon. OUC noted
that the main drivers for a higher growth rate of retail energy sales than the past growth rate are
due to projected growth in electric vehicle charging load and major commercial expansions from
Universal Studios and the Orlando International Airport.

To account for the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, OUC has rerun its forecasts with some
revisions to the forecasts that were used in its 2020 TYSP. These revisions include: (1) updating
the forecasted number of commercial customers and Orlando employment projections that were
based on HIS Markit’s April 2020 economic and demographic projections; and (2) adjusting the
timing and/or loads associated with a portion of the planned large commercial expansions (outside
of normal growth) in accordance with recent announcements of delays. The new forecast reduces
the utility’s average annual growth rate in total retail energy sales from 1.7 percent to 1.6 percent,
for the 10-year forecast period ending 2029.
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Figure 40: OUC Growth
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The three graphs in Figure 41 show OUC’s seasonal peak demand and net energy for load for the
historic years of 2010 through 2019 and forecast years 2020 through 2029. These graphs include
the impact of the utility’s demand side management programs. While a municipal utility, OUC is
subject to FEECA and currently offers energy efficiency programs to customers to reduce peak
demand and annual energy consumption. In November 2019, the FPSC established demand side
management goals for the FEECA utilities for the years 2020 through 2024. The utility’s 2020
Ten-Year Site Plan reflects these goals.

98



OUC Demand and Energy Forecasts

Figure 41
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Fuel Diversity

Table 25 shows OUC’s actual net energy for load by fuel type as of 2019 and the projected fuel
mix for 2029. In 2019, approximately 47 percent of OUC’s net energy for load was met with coal,
while natural gas, the second most-used fuel, met 46 percent. By 2029, OUC projects an increase
in renewable energy generation from 2 percent to 13 percent, while coal generation is expected to
decrease from 46 percent to 39 percent.

Table 25: OUC Energy Generation by Fuel Type

Net Energy for Load
Fuel Type 2019 2029
GWh % GWh %

Natural Gas 3,554 45.8% 3,405 41.0%
Coal 3,614 46.6% 3,250 39.2%
Nuclear 449 5.8% 554 6.7%
0il 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Renewable 145 1.9% 1,086 13.1%
Interchange 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
NUG & Other 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Total 7,762 8,295

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan and Data Responses

Reliability Requirements

OUC utilizes a 15 percent planning reserve margin criterion for seasonal peak demand. Figure 42
displays the forecast planning reserve margin for OUC through the planning period for both
seasons, including the impact of demand-side management programs. As shown in the figure,
OUC’s generation needs are controlled by its summer peak demand throughout the planning
period.
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Figure 42: OUC Reserve Margin Forecast
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Generation Resources
OUC plans no unit additions or retirements during the planning period.
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Seminole Electric Cooperative (SEC)

SEC is a generation and transmission rural electric cooperative that serves its member
cooperatives, and is collectively Florida’s fourth largest utility. SEC’s generation and member
cooperatives are within the FRCC region, with member cooperatives located in central and north
Florida. As a rural electric cooperative, the Commission’s regulatory authority is limited to safety,
rate structure, territorial boundaries, bulk power supply, operations, and planning. Pursuant to
Section 186.801(2), F.S., the Commission finds SEC’s 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan suitable for
planning purposes.

Load & Energy Forecasts

In 2019, SEC member cooperatives had approximately 802,892 customers and annual retail energy
sales of 14,425 GWh or approximately 6.2 percent of Florida’s annual retail energy sales. Figure
43 illustrates the utility’s historic and forecasted growth rates in customers and retail energy sales
beginning in 2010. Over the last 10 years, SEC’s customer base has decreased by 5.07 percent,
and retail sales have decreased by 10.14 percent. As illustrated in the figure, SEC’s retail energy
sales are not anticipated to exceed its historic 2010 peak during this planning period. The
substantial decline in customer growth that occurred in 2014 is associated with one member
cooperative, Lee County Electric Cooperative, electing to end its membership with SEC.

SEC’s energy sales forecast is based upon population growth projected by BEBR at the University
of Florida, the utility’s recent data of energy consumption, and Florida’s county-level monthly
economic information from Moody’s Analytics. SEC indicated that the number of customers in its
service areas are expected to decline in the latter half of the current TYSP forecast period, primarily
due to slowing migration of “baby boomers.”

From March through June 2020, SEC’s energy sales have been above the projected amounts. The
utility reported that the COVID-19 pandemic has had little impact on its load for this time period.
SEC indicated that based on its latest projections of the pandemic’s effect, the Total Sales to
Ultimate Customers in 2020 and 2021 are estimated to be slightly higher than the projections
presented in its original 2020 TYSP.
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Figure 43: SEC Growth
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The three graphs in Figure 44 show SEC’s seasonal peak demand and net energy for load for the
historic years of 2010 through 2019 and forecast years 2020 through 2029. As SEC is a generation
and transmission company, it does not directly engage in energy efficiency or demand response
programs. Member cooperatives do offer demand-side management programs, the impacts of
which are included in Figure 44.
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Figure 44: SEC Demand and Energy Forecasts
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Fuel Diversity

Table 26 shows SEC’s actual net energy for load by fuel type as of 2019 and the projected fuel
mix for 2029. In 2019, SEC used coal as its primary source of fuel, while natural gas was the
second most used fuel. By 2029 natural gas usage is expected to become the primary fuel source.

Table 26: SEC Energy Generation by Fuel Type

Net Energy for Load
Fuel Type 2019 2029
GWh % GWh %

Natural Gas 3,745 24.8% 9,868 59.1%
Coal 6,952 46.1% 2,677 16.0%
Nuclear 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Oil 18 0.1% 7 0.0%
Renewable 595 3.9% 768 4.6%
Interchange 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
NUG & Other 3,785 25.1% 3,383 20.3%

Total 15,095 16,703

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan and Data Responses

Reliability Requirements

SEC utilizes a 15 percent planning reserve margin criterion for seasonal peak demand. Figure 45
displays the forecast planning reserve margin for SEC through the planning period for both
seasons, with and without the use of demand response. Member cooperatives allow SEC to
coordinate demand response resources to maintain reliability. As shown in the figure, SEC’s
generation needs are determined by winter peak demand more often than summer peak demand
during the planning period.
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Figure 45: SEC Reserve Margin Forecast
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Generation Resources

SEC plans to retire one unit and add three units during the planning period, as described in Table
27. On December 21, 2017, SEC filed a need determination with the Commission for the Seminole
CC Facility which was granted on May 25, 2018.2° Consistent with its need determination filing,
SEC plans to retire one of its coal-fired SGS units in 2022, and the Seminole CC Facility is
expected to be in-service by 2022. Two unnamed reciprocating units are to come online 2027 and
2028.

Table 27: SEC Generation Resource Changes

Net
Plant Name Unit Capacity
Year & Unit Number Type (MW) Notes
Sum
Retiring Units
2022 | SGS Unit 1 or 2 BIT - ST 634 Unit choice for retirement pending.
Larger MW shown.
Total Retirements 634
New Units
2022 | Seminole CC Facility NG -CC 1,108 | Docket No. 20170266-EC
2027 | Unnamed Reciprocating Unit | NG - IC 92
2028 | Unnamed Reciprocating Unit | NG - IC 92
Total New Units 1,292
| Net Additions | 658 |

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan

20 Order No. PSC-2018-0262-FOF-EC, issued May 25, 2018, in Docket No. 20170266-EC, In re: Petition to determine
need for Seminole combined cycle facility, by Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
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City of Tallahassee Utilities (TAL)

TAL is a municipal utility and the second smallest electric utility which files a Ten-Year Site Plan.
The utility’s service territory is within the FRCC region and primarily consists of the City of
Tallahassee and surrounding areas. As a municipal utility, the Commission’s regulatory authority
is limited to safety, rate structure, territorial boundaries, bulk power supply, operations, and
planning. Pursuant to Section 186.801(2), F.S., the Commission finds TAL’s 2020 Ten-Year Site
Plan suitable for planning purposes.

Load & Energy Forecasts

In 2019, TAL had approximately 123,538 customers and annual retail energy sales of 2,739 GWh
or approximately 1.2 percent of Florida’s annual retail energy sales. Figure 46 illustrates the
utility’s historic and forecasted growth rates in customers and retail energy sales beginning in
2010. Over the last 10 years, TAL’s customer base has increased by 8.66 percent, while retail sales
have decreased by 0.55 percent. As illustrated in the figure, TAL’s retail energy sales are not
anticipated to exceed its historic 2010 peak until 2022.

TAL’s 2020 TYSP customer growth forecast incorporates economic and demographic projections
for Leon County based on a blend of information from Woods and Poole Economics (W&P) and
BEBR. Information from these sources reflected a projected compound annual growth rate for
population, household counts, employment, and average income. This population projection
represents a slightly lower growth rate than what was used in the 2019 TYSP, which was based on
a similar blend of information from W&P and BEBR’s 2018 population forecast for the same 10-
year period. Consequently, TAL’s customer growth rate forecast for the instant TYSP is
marginally lower than the growth rate calculated using data from the 2019 TYSP.

TAL has been monitoring the ongoing impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on monthly sales by
rate class and total sales since March 1, 2020. Its residential sales have increased as some of the
local population began teleworking from home. In contrast, commercial sales have declined due
to a combination of increased teleworking and a reduction in business activities. The utility
estimates that total sales have declined and that, as some residents have returned to work, such
decline has diminished to a certain extent. TAL expects that actual Sales to Ultimate Customers in
2020 and 2021 will likely be reduced compared to the projections in its 2020 TYSP. It notes,
however, there is a good deal of uncertainty regarding the magnitude and timing of the COVID-
19-caused impacts. TAL notes that these impacts will be affected by the success of containing the
pandemic and the pace of the economic recovery.
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Figure 46: TAL Growth
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The three graphs in Figure 47 shows TAL’s seasonal peak demand and net energy for load for the
historic years of 2010 through 2019 and forecast years 2020 through 2029. These graphs include
the impact of demand-side management, and for future years assume that all available demand
response resources will be activated during the seasonal peak. TAL offers energy efficiency and
demand response programs to customers to reduce peak demand and annual energy consumption.
Currently TAL only offers demand response programs targeting appliances that contribute to
summer peak, and therefore have no effect upon winter peak.
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TAL Demand and Energy Forecasts
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Fuel Diversity

Table 28 shows TAL’s actual net energy for load by fuel type as of 2019 and the projected fuel
mix for 2029. TAL relies almost exclusively on natural gas for its generation, excluding some
purchases from other utilities and qualifying facilities. Natural gas is anticipated to remain the
primary fuel source on the system.

Table 28: TAL Energy Generation by Fuel Type

Net Energy for Load
Fuel Type 2019 2029
GWh % GWh %

Natural Gas 2,900 101.6% 2,998 100.7%
Coal 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Nuclear 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
0il 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Renewable 48 1.7% 117 3.9%
Interchange -95 -3.3% -137 -4.6%
NUG & Other 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Total 2,853 2,978

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan and Data Responses

Reliability Requirements

TAL utilizes a 17 percent planning reserve margin criterion for seasonal peak demand. Figure 48
displays the forecast planning reserve margin for TAL through the planning period for both
seasons, with and without the use of demand response. As discussed above, TAL only offers
demand response programs applicable to the summer peak. As shown in the figure, TAL’s
generation needs are controlled by its summer peak throughout the planning period.
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Figure 48: TAL Reserve Margin Forecast
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Generation Resources
Table 29 shows TAL’s plan to add a cumulative 36 MW of natural gas-fired reciprocating engines
over the 2020-2029 planning period. The utility does not plan any unit retirements.

Table 29: TAL Generation Resource Changes

Net
Plant Name . Capacity
Year & Unit Number Unit Type MW)
Sum
New Units
2020 | Hopkins 5 NG -1C 18
2028 | Unsited 1 NG -1C 18
Total New Units 36
| Net Additions | 36 |

Source: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan
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Ten-Year Site Plan Comments

State Agencies

e Department of Economic Opportunity.........cccceeeeeeeeiiiiiiiieeeeeeennnn, 1

e Department of Environmental Protection...........cccccoevvveeenieeennneen. 15
e Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission..............cccveeeeennnene. 19
State Legislature

e Representative Anna V. Eskamani.........cccccoeevveeniiieiniiieiniieeennen, 23

Regional Planning Councils

e Central Florida Regional Planning Council.............cccceeevvirennnnenn, 29
e Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council................cooennnnnee... 35

Water Management Districts

e St. Johns River Water Management District.............ccccuvvieeeeeennn. 51
e Southwest Florida Water Management District.............cceeeeuneenn. 55
e Suwannee River Water Management District.............ccccvveeenneen. 61

Local Governments
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From: Strange, Pam [Pam.Strange@deo.myflorida.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2020 10:36 AM

To: Doug Wright

Cc: Rogers, Scott; Eubanks, Ray; Harris, Donna

Subject: Review of the 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans for Florida's Electric Utilities

Should you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Scott Rogers, Planning
Analyst, at (850) 717-8510, or by email, at scott.rogers@deo.myflorida.com.

Thank you
Pam

Pam Strange
Administrative Assistant II
Florida Department of Economic Opportunity

Division Community Development/Office Community Planning and Growth
Office: (850) 717-8514

pam.strange@deo.myflorida.com

www.floridajobs.org

Sign up for DEO news and information here.

Follow us on: Facebook, Twitter and Linkedin.




Ken Lawson
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Ron DeSantis
GOVERNOR

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT o«
ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

July 23, 2020

Mr. Doug Wright

Engineering Specialist

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

RE: Review of the 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans for Florida’s Electric Utilities

Dear Mr. Wright:

At your request, we have reviewed the 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans of the electric utilities.
The Department of Economic Opportunity’s review focused on potential and preferred sites for
future power generation, and the compatibility of those sites with the applicable local
comprehensive plan, including the adopted future land use map. Please see our enclosed
comments.

Should you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Scott Rogers,
Planning Analyst, at (850) 717-8510, or by email at scott.rogers@deo.myflorida.com.

Sincegely, %
mes D. Stansbury, Chief

Bureau of Community Planning and Growth

IDS/sr

Enclosure: DEO Review Comments

Florida Department of Economic Opportunity | Caldwell Building | 107 E. Madison Street | Tallahassee, FL 32399
850.245.7105 | www.FloridaJobs.org
www.twitter.com/FLDEO |www.facebook.com/FLDEC

An equal opportunity employer/program. Auxiliary aids and service are available upon request to individuals with
disabilities. All voice telephone numbers on this document may be reached by persons using TTY/TTD equipment via
the Florida Relay Service at 711.
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Florida Department of Economic Opportunity 2020 Ten-Year Site Plan Review Comments

The Department’s review focused on potential and preferred sites for future power generation,
and the compatibility of those sites with the applicable local comprehensive plan, including the
adopted future land use map. In addition, the Department’s comments provide information
regarding the local zoning designation when the applicable future land use map designation for
a site does not expressly address whether electric power generation facilities are allowed or
prohibited. Ten utilities {(Duke Energy Florida, Florida Municipal Power Agency, Florida Power
and Light Company, Gainesville Regional Utilities, Gulf Power Company, Lakeland Electric,
Orlando Utilities Commission, Seminole Electric Cooperative, City of Tallahassee, and Tampa
Electric Company) have identified a total of 57 potential or preferred sites for future power
generation in their Ten-Year Site Plan (TYSP). Potential sites are defined in Rule 25-22.070,
Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), as “sites within the state that an electric utility is
considering for possible location of a power plant, a power plant alteration, or an addition
resulting in an increase in generating capacity.” Preferred sites are defined in Rule 25-22.070,
F.A.C., as “sites within the state on which an electric utility intends to construct a power plant, a
power plant alteration, or an addition resulting in an increase in generating capacity.”

1. Duke Energy Florida

The Duke Energy Florida TYSP identifies two preferred sites to increase power generating
capacity.

A. Twin Rivers Solar Power Plant Site: The Twin Rivers Solar Power Plant site is located on 515
acres in Hamilton County. The Hamilton County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
designates the site as “Agricultural-4”, which allows solar electrical generating facilities and
associated and related facilities as a special exception use.

B. Santa Fe Solar Power Plant Site: The Santa Fe Solar Power Plant site is located on 607 acres
in Columbia County. The site is designated as “Agriculture-3” on the Columbia County
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map and “Agriculture-3” on the Columbia County Zoning
Atlas. A solar power generation plant is allowed as a special exception use in the Agriculture-3
zoning district.

2. Florida Municipal Power Agency

The Florida Municipal Power Agency TYSP identifies three potential sites for the increase in
power generating capacity: (1) Cane Island Power Park; (2) Treasure Coast Energy Center; and
(3) Stock Island.

A. Cane Island Power Park Site: The Cane Island Power Park (CIPP) site is located on 1,027
acres in rural northwest Osceola County, approximately one mile northwest of Intercession
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City. The site contains existing power generation facilities. The Osceola County Comprehensive
Plan Future Land Use Map designates the site as “Rural/Agriculture”, which allows electric
utility facilities.

B. Treasure Coast Energy Center Site: The Treasure Coast Energy Center site is located on 69
acres in the Midway Industrial Park in the City of Fort Pierce. The site contains existing power
generation facilities. The City of Fort Pierce Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
designates the site as “Institutional”, which allows an electric generating plant.

C. Stock Island Power Plant Site: The Stock Island Power Plant site is located on Stock Island
near Key West, and the site contains existing power generation facilities. The Monroe County
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designates the Stock Island Power Plant site as
“Public Facilities”, which allows electric generation plants.

3. Florida Power and Light Company and Gulf Power Company

The Florida Power and Light Company (FPL) and Gulf Power Company submitted a combined
TYSP because both companies are now owned by NextEra Energy, Inc., and NextEra Energy’s
plan is to integrate FPL and Gulf Power into a single electric operating system effective in
January 2022. The TYSP identifies twenty-six preferred sites'and thirteen potential sites (six
specified and seven unspecified) for the increase of power generating capacity.

A. The TYSP identifies the following as preferred sites:

1. Blue Springs Solar Energy Center Site: The Blue Springs Solar Energy Center site is located on
444 acres in Jackson County. The Jackson County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
designates the site as “Agriculture-2”, and electric power generating facilities are allowed as a
conditional use.

2. Chautaugua Solar Energy Center Site: The Chautauqua Solar Energy Center site is located on
868 acres in Walton County. The Walton County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
designates the site as “Rural Residential” and “General Agriculture.” Renewable energy
operations and solar farms are allowable uses within the General Agriculture future land use

category.

3. Crist Unit 8 Site: The Crist Unit 8 site is located on 58 acres in Escambia County
(approximately ten miles north of the City of Pensacola) within the existing Plant Crist site,
which contains existing power generation facilities. The Escambia County Comprehensive Plan
Future Land Use Map designates the Crist Unit 8 site as “Industrial”, which allows electric
power generation facilities.

4. Dania Beach Clean Energy Center Unit 7 Site: The Dania Beach Clean Energy Center Unit 7
site is located on the existing Lauderdale Plant property (392 acres) in Broward County within
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the City of Dania Beach and the City of Hollywood. The site contains existing power generating
facilities. The Broward County Comprehensive Plan is applicable to both the unincorporated
area of the County and the land within the incorporated municipalities of the County. The
Broward County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designates the site as “Electrical
Generating Facility”, which allows electrical power plants. The City of Hollywood
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designates the portion of the site within the City as
“Utilities” and “Industrial”, and the “Utilities” category allows electrical power plants and the
“Industrial” category allows utility uses. The City of Dania Beach Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use Map designates the portion of the site within the City as “Electrical Generation
Facilities”, which allows electrical power plants.

5. Discovery Solar Energy Center Site: The Discovery Solar Energy Center site is located on 491
acres within the John F. Kennedy Space Center in Brevard County. The site is owned by the
United States Government and is not subject to the Brevard County Comprehensive Plan.

6. Echo River Energy Storage Center Site: The Echo River Energy Storage Center site is located
on 5 acres within the Echo River Solar Energy Center Site (802 acres) in Suwanee County. The
Suwannee County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designates the 5-acre site as
“Agriculture-1.” Electric generating facilities may be allowed as a special exception use in the
Agriculture-1 future land use category.

7. Echo River Solar Energy Center Site: The Echo River Solar Energy Center site is located on 802
acres in Suwannee County. The Suwannee County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
designates the site as “Agriculture-1.” Electric generating facilities may be allowed as a special
exception use in the Agriculture-1 future land use category.

8. Egret Solar Energy Center Site: The Egret Solar Energy Center site is located on 676 acres in
Baker County. The site is designated as “Agriculture Zone A” on the Baker County
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map and “Agriculture 10” on the Baker County Zoning
Map. Electric generating plants may be permitted as a special exception use in the Agriculture
10 zoning district through the Baker County Land Development Regulations.

9. Fort Drum Solar Energy Center Site: The Fort Drum Solar Energy Center site is located on
930 acres in northeast Okeechobee County. The Okeechobee County Comprehensive Plan
Future Land Use Map designates the site as “Agriculture”, which allows power generation.

10. Hibiscus Solar Energy Center Site: The Hibiscus Solar Energy Center site is located on 402
acres in the City of Westlake in Palm Beach County. The City of Westlake Comprehensive Plan
designates the site as “Residential 1” and “Solar Energy Overlay”, which allows solar power
generation of electricity for off-site use.

11. Lakeside Solar Energy Center Site: The Lakeside Solar Energy Center site is located on 693
acres in Okeechobee County. The Okeechobee County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use




Map designates the site as “Rural Estate” and “Industrial Overlay”, which allows solar power
generation.

12. Magnolia Solar Energy Center Site: The Magnolia Solar Energy Center site is located on 850
acres in Clay County. The Clay County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designates
the site as “Agriculture” (700 acres) and “Conservation” (150 acres). Solar power generation
may be permitted as a conditional use on the site through the Clay County Land Development
Code.

13. Manatee Energy Storage Center Site: The Manatee Energy Storage Center site is located on
40 acres in Manatee County, and the site is part of a larger site that contains existing power
generation facilities. The Manatee County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
designates the site as “Public/Semi-Public-1”, which allows utility use, including alternative
energy generation facilities (may include equipment that is directly involved in the storage and
transmission of electricity).

14. Nassau Solar Energy Center Site: The Nassau Solar Energy Center site is located on 1,310
acres in Nassau County. The site is designated as “Industrial” on the Nassau County
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map and “Industrial Park” on the Nassau County Zoning
Map. The Industrial future land use category allows heavy industry and light industry, and the
Industrial Park zoning district allows electric generation as a permitted use.

15. Okeechobee Solar Energy Center Site: The Okeechobee Solar Energy Center site is located
on 471 acres in northeast Okeechobee County. The Okeechobee County Comprehensive Plan
Future Land Use Map designates the site as “Agriculture”, which allows power generation.

16. Orange Blossom Solar Energy Center Site: The Orange Blossom Solar Energy Center site is
located on 607 acres in Indian River County. The Indian River County Comprehensive Plan
Future Land Use Map designates the site as “Agricultural-2”, which allows public and private
utilities.

17. Palm Bay Solar Energy Center Site: The Palm Bay Solar Energy Center site is located on 486
acres in the City of Palm Bay in Brevard County. The City of Palm Bay Comprehensive Plan
Future Land Use Map designates the site as “Utility”, which allows public and private utilities.

18. Pelican Solar Energy Center Site: The Pelican Solar Energy Center site is located on 955
acres in St. Lucie County. The site is designated as “Agricultural-5” on The St. Lucie County
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map and “Agricultural-5” on the St. Lucie County Zoning
Atlas. A solar generation station/plant may be allowed as a conditional use in the Agricultural-5
zoning district.

19. Rodeo Solar Energy Center Site: The Rodeo Solar Energy Center site is located on 1,040
acres in DeSoto County. The DeSoto County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map




designates the site as “Electrical Generating Facility”, which allows electrical power generation
facilities.

20. Sabal Palm Solar Energy Center Site: The Sabal Palm Solar Energy Center site is located on
1,288 acres in Palm Beach County. The Palm Beach County Comprehensive Plan Future Land
Use Map designates the site as “Rural Residential”, which allows electrical power generation
facilities utilizing solar energy.

21. Southfork Solar Energy Center Site: The Southfork Solar Energy Center site is located on
548 acres in Manatee County. The Manatee County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
designates the site as “Agricultural”, which allows utility use, including alternative energy
generation facilities.

22. Sunshine Gateway Energy Storage Center Site: The Sunshine Gateway Energy Storage
Center site is located on 30 acres in Columbia County. The Columbia County Comprehensive
Plan Future Land Use Map designates the site as “Agriculture-3” and “Agriculture-3” on the
Columbia County Zoning Atlas. A solar power generation plant is allowed as a special exception
use in the Agriculture-3 zoning district.

23. Trailside Solar Energy Center Site: The Trailside Solar Energy Center site is located on 846
acres in St. Johns County. The St. Johns County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
designates the site as “Agricultural -Intensive”, which allows solar farms.

24. Turkey Point Plant Site: The Turkey Point Plant site is located on approximately 3,300 acres
in the southern portion of Miami-Dade County. The site contains existing power generating
facilities. The Miami-Dade County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designates the
site as “Institutions, Utilities, and Communications” which allows power generation and
“Environmental Protection Area.”

25. Union Springs Solar Energy Center Site: The Union Springs Solar Energy Center site is
located on 1,233 acres in Union County. The site is designated as “Agricultural” on the Union
County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map and “Agricultural” on the Union County
Zoning Map. A solar generation facility may be allowed as a special use exception in the
Agricultural zoning district, and Union County approved a special use exception for the solar
energy center on the site in July 2018.

26 Willow Solar Energy Center Site: The Willow Solar Energy Center site is located on 812 acres
in Manatee County. The Manatee County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
designates the site as “Agriculture/Rural”, which allows utility use, including alternative energy
generation facilities (a facility that utilizes photovoltaic solar power to generate electricity).

B. TYSP Potential Sites:
The TYSP states that seven potential sites are currently being evaluated for new power
generating capacity in six counties (Calhoun, Escambia, Gadsden, Jackson, Okaloosa, and Santa
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Rosa Counties) and that no specific locations for the potential sites have been selected yet
within these counties. Two sites are anticipated in Calhoun County, and all seven sites would
utilize solar power technology. The next TYSP should address any specific potential sites
identified (selected) within these counties. In addition, the TYSP identifies the following six
potential sites for new power generating capacity (solar power).

1. Elder Branch Solar Energy Center Site: The Elder Branch Solar Energy Center site is located
on approximately 1,800 acres in Manatee County. The Manatee County Comprehensive Plan
Future Land Use Map designates the site as “Agriculture/Rural”, which allows utility use,
including alternative energy generation facilities (a facility that utilizes Photovoltaic Solar Power
to generate electricity).

2. Everglades Solar Energy Center Site: The Everglades Solar Energy Center site is located on
approximately 600 acres in Miami-Dade County. The Miami-Dade County Comprehensive Plan
Future Land Use Map designates the site as “Agriculture”, which allows utility uses that are
compatible with agriculture and rural residential character. The Miami-Dade County Zoning
Map designates the site as “General Use”, which allows an electric power plant to be approved
upon public hearing.

3. Ghost Orchid Solar Energy Center Site: The Ghost Orchid Solar Energy Center site is located
on approximately 4,561 acres in Hendry County. The Hendry County Comprehensive Plan
Future Land Use Map designates the site as “Electrical Generating Facility”, which allows
electric power generation facilities (including solar power generation).

4. Sawgrass Solar Energy Center Site: The Sawgrass Solar Energy Center site is located on
approximately 3,008 acres in Hendry County. The Hendry County Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use Map designates the site as “Electrical Generating Facility”, which allows electric
power generation facilities (including solar power generation).

5. Sundew Solar Energy Center Site: The Sundew Solar Energy Center site is located on 947
acres in St. Lucie County. The site is designated as “Agricultural-5” on the St. Lucie County
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map and “Agricultural-5” on the St. Lucie County Zoning
Atlas. Asolar generation station/plant may be allowed as a conditional use in the Agricultural-5
zoning district.

6. White Tail Solar Energy Center Site: The White Tail Solar Energy Center site is located on 600
acres in Martin County. The site is designated as “Agriculture” on the Martin County
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map and “Agricultural-2 District” on the Martin County
Zoning Atlas. Solar energy facilities (solar farms) are allowed as a permitted use in the
Agriculture future land use category and Agricultural-2 District.
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4. Gainesville Regional Utilities

The Gainesville Regional Utilities TYSP identifies one preferred site (Deerhaven Generating
Station site) for the increase in power generating capacity.

A. Deerhaven Generating Station Site: The Deerhaven Generating Station site is located on
3,474 acres within the City of Gainesville, and the site contains an existing power generation
facility. The City of Gainesville Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designates the site as
“Public and Institutional Facilities”, which allows utilities.

5. Lakeland Electric

The Lakeland Electric TYSP identifies one preferred site (McIntosh Power Plant) for the increase
in power generating capacity.

A. Mcintosh Power Plant Site: The Mclntosh Power Plant site is located on 530 acres in the City
of Lakeland, and the site contains an existing power generation facility. The City of Lakeland
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designates the site as “Industrial”, and electric
power generating facilities may be allowed as a conditional use through the Land Development
Code.

6. Orlando Utilities Commission

The Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC) TYSP states that OUC’s existing Stanton Energy Center
and Indian River Plant sites may accommodate future generating unit additions. It may be
helpful to readers if the OUC TYSP (Section 10 Environmental and Land Use Information)
included a map showing the location of these sites in relation to the surrounding roadway
network.

A. Stanton Energy Center Site: The Stanton Energy Center site is located on 3,280 acres in
unincorporated Orange County, approximately 12 miles southeast of the City of Orlando, and
contains existing power generation facilities. The Orange County Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use Map designates the site as Institutional, which allows utilities and public facilities.

B. Indian River Plant Site: The Indian River Plant site is located on 160 acres in unincorporated
Brevard County, south of the City of Titusville, and contains existing power generation facilities.
The Brevard County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designates the site as Public
Facility, which allows government managed utilities.
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7. Seminole Electric Cooperative

The Seminole Electric Cooperative TYSP identifies one potential site (Gilchrist site) and one
preferred site (Seminole Generating Station site) for the increase in power generating capacity.

A. Gilchrist Site: The Gilchrist site is located on 520 acres in the central portion of Gilchrist
County, approximately two miles northeast of the City of Bell. The site does not contain
existing power generation facilities. Much of the site has been used for silviculture (pine
plantation) and consists of large tracts of planted longleaf and slash pine community, and the
site contains a limited amount of wetlands (10.1 acres). The site is designated Agriculture-2 on
the adopted Future Land Use Map of the Gilchrist County Comprehensive Plan. Electric
generating facilities are not identified as an allowable land use within the Agriculture-2 future
land use category; however, solar farms are an allowable land use within the Agriculture-2
future land use category by special use permit. Seminole Electric Cooperative should contact
the Gilchrist County Community Development Department at (352) 463-3173 for information
regarding consistency with the Gilchrist County Comprehensive Plan.

B. Seminole Generating Station Site: The Seminole Generating Station site is located on 1,996
acres in unincorporated Putnam County, approximately five miles north of the City of Palatka.
The site contains existing power generation facilities. The site is designated as Public Facilities
on the adopted Future Land Use Map of the Putnam County Comprehensive Plan. Power
generation facilities are an allowable use within the Public Facilities future land use category.

8. City of Tallahassee Utilities

The City of Tallahassee Utilities TYSP identifies one preferred site (Hopkins Plant) for the
increase in power generating capacity.

A. Hopkins Plant Site: The Hopkins Plant site is located in Leon County and contains existing
power generation facilities. The Tallahassee-Leon County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use
Map designates the site as “Government Operational”, which allows electric generating
facilities.

9. Tampa Electric Company

The Tampa Electric Company TYSP identifies six preferred sites for the increase in power
generating capacity.

1. Bayside Power Station Site: The Bayside (H.L. Culbreath) Power Station site is located in
unincorporated Hillsborough County and contains existing power generation facilities. The site
is designated mostly as “Heavy Industrial” with a smaller area as “Light Industrial” on the
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adopted Future Land Use Map of the Hillsborough County Comprehensive Plan. Electric
generation plants are an allowed use in the Heavy Industrial future land use category.

2. Big Bend Power Station Site: The Big Bend Power Station site is located in unincorporated
Hillsborough County and contains existing power generation facilities. The site is designated as
“Heavy Industrial,” “Light Industrial,” and “Environmentally Sensitive Areas” on the adopted
Future Land Use Map of the Hillsborough County Comprehensive Plan. Electric generation
plants are an allowed use only in the Heavy Industrial future land use category. The
“Environmentally Sensitive Areas” protect wetlands and significant wildlife habitat along the
southern portion of the site.

3. Durrance Solar Site: The Durrance Solar site is located on 473 acres near Bradley Junction in
unincorporated Polk County. The site is designated as “Agriculture/Residential Rural” on the
Polk County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map. Solar electric generating facilities are
allowed as a conditional use in the Agriculture/Residential Rural future land use category.

4, Little Manatee River Solar Site: The Little Manatee River Solar site is located on 572 acres in
Hillsborough County. The site is designated as “Agricultural/Rural” on the Hillsborough County
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map and “Agricultural Rural” on the Hillshorough County
Zoning Atlas. A solar energy production facility is allowed as a conditional use in the
Agricultural Rural zoning district.

5. Mountain View Solar Site: The Mountain View Solar site is located on 345 acres in
northeastern Pasco County. The Pasco County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
designates the site with the following future land use categories: (1) Residential-1; (2)
Residential-3; and (3) Agricultural/Rural. Private electric public utilities (includes power plants)
may be permitted in these future land use categories.

6. Wimauma Solar Site: The Wimauma Solar site is located on 500 acres in southeastern
Hillsborough County. The site is designated as “Wimauma Village Residential-2” on the
Hillsborough County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map and “Agricultural Rural” on the
Hillsborough County Zoning Atlas. A solar energy production facility is allowed as a conditional
use in the Agricultural Rural zoning district.

-13-



(This page intentionally left blank)

-14-



State Agency

Department of Environmental Protection
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6/17/2020 RE: DN 20200000-OT - Review of the 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans - Comment Request letter dated April 7, 2020 (pt2)

RE: DN 20200000-OT - Review of the 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans - Comment
Request letter dated April 7, 2020 (pt2)

Seiler, Ann [Ann.Seiler@FloridaDEP.gov]

Sent:Tuesday, June 16, 2020 3:10 PM

To: Doug Wright

Cc: Damian Kistner; Donald Phillips; Phillip Ellis; Laura King; Patti Zellner; SCO [SCO@dep.state.fl.us]

Good afternoon Doug.

The Department of Environmental Protection’s Siting Coordination Office has reviewed the 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans
for Florida’s Electric Utilities and found the documents to be adequate for planning purposes.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the plans.

Best Regards,

Ann Seiler
Florida Department of Environmental Protection

== Siting Coordination Office
,DEP 2600 Blair Stone Rd. MS 5500
= \Ue Tallahassee, Florida 32399

FRATEETING TREETHER

Ann.Seiler@Floridadep.gov
Office: 850.717.9113
Cell: 850.228.6237

From: Patti Zellner <PZELLNER@PSC.STATE.FL.US>

Sent: Tuesday, April 7, 2020 3:53 PM

To: SCO <SCO@dep.state.fl.us>

Cc: Doug Wright <dwright@psc.state.fl.us>; Damian Kistner <DKistner@psc.state.fl.us>; Donald Phillips
<DPhillip@psc.state.fl.us>; Phillip Ellis <PEllis@PSC.STATE.FL.US>; Laura King <LKing@PSC.STATE.FL.US>; Patti Zellner
<PZELLNER@PSC.STATE.FL.US>

Subject: DN 20200000-0T - Review of the 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans - Comment Request letter dated April 7, 2020 (pt2)

Dear Ms. Mulkey,
Please find attached your copy of the 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans — Comment Request letter dated
April 7, 2020, filed with the Florida Public Service Commission Clerk today.

Thank you,

Patti Zellner

Administrative Assistant
Division of Engineering

Phone: (850) 413-6208

Email: pzellner@psc.state.fl.us

-17-
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State Agency

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
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From: Amoah, Kat [Kat. Amoah@MyFWC.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 01, 2020 8:39 AM

To: Doug Wright

Cc: Hight, Jason; Goff, Jennifer; Raininger, Christine; Cucinella, Josh; Conservation Planning Services
Subject: FWC's Comments on 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans

Please find attached FWC’s comments on the above-referenced project. You will not receive a
hard-copy version of this letter unless requested.

If you wish to reply to our comments, please send your
reply to:

ConservationPlanningServices@mvyvFWC.com

Kat Amoah, AA III
Office of Conservation Planning Services
850-410-5272
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July 1, 2020

Doug Wright

Engineering Specialist

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850
dwright(@psc.state.fl.us

RE: Review of the 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans for Florida’s Electric Utilities
Dear Mr. Wright:

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) staff reviewed the 2020 Ten-Year
Site Plans for the electric utilities operating in Florida submitted to the Florida Public Service
Commission (PSC) pursuant to Section 186.801, Florida Statutes. There are no comments or
recommendations related to listed species or other fish and wildlife resources to offer on the
following plans:

Florida Power & Light Company / Gulf Power Company
Duke Energy Florida

Tampa Electric Company

Florida Municipal Power Agency

Gainesville Regional Utilities

JEA

Lakeland Electric

Orlando Utilities Commission

Seminole Electric Cooperative

City of Tallahassee Utilities

FWC staff appreciates the opportunity to review the Ten-Year Site Plans submitted by the PSC.
Please submit any future requests for assistance with fish and wildlife resources to our office at
ConservationPlanningServices@MyFWC.com. For specific technical questions about this year’s
reviews, please call Josh Cucinella at (352) 620-7330

Sincerely,

Jason Hight
Land Use Planning Program Administrator
Office of Conservation Planning Services

jhljc
2020 Ten-Year Site Plans 41545_07012020
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State [egislature

Florida House of Representatives

Representative Anna V. Eskamani
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From: Eskamani, Anna <Anna.Eskamani@myfloridahouse.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2020 8:52 AM

To: Office of Commissioner Polmann <Commissioner.Polmann@psc.state.fl.us>; Office of Commissioner
Graham <Commissioner.Graham@PSC.STATE.FL.US>; Office of Chairman Clark
<Commissioner.Clark@psc.state.fl.us>; Office of Commissioner Brown
<Commissioner.Brown@psc.state.fl.us>; Office of Commissioner Fay
<Commissioner.Fay@psc.state.fl.us>

Cc: Records Clerk <CLERK@PSC.STATE.FL.US>

Subject: TYSP & Florida’s Risky and Harmful Overreliance on Fossil Fuels

Dear Commissioners,

As you review The Ten-Year Site Plans today provided by utility companies I wanted to once
more elevate Florida’s risky and harmful overreliance on fossil fuels and the importance of
setting energy efficiency goals and renewable energy goals. Please see my attached letter.

With gratitude,

Rep. Eskamani

Representative Anna V. Eskamani

Florida State House District 47
Anna.Eskamani@MyFloridaHouse.gov | 407-376-3609 (cell)
Pronouns: She/Her/Hers

District Office

1507 East Concord Street
Orlando, FL 32803
Phone: 407-228-1451
Fax: 407-228-1453

Capitol Office

1102 The Capitol

402 South Monroe Street
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1300
Phone: 850-717-5047

Please note that Florida has a broad public records law (Chapter 119. F.S.). Most written communications to or
from state employees are public records obtainable by the public upon request. Emails sent to me at this email
address may be considered public and will only be withheld from disclosure if deemed confidential pursuant to
the laws of the State of Florida.
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Florida House of Representatives

Representative Anna V. Eskamani

District 47
District Office Tallahassee Office
1507 E. Concord Street 1102 The Capitol
Orlando, Florida 32803 402 South Monroe Street
407-228-1451 Tallahassee, FL 32399-1300

850-717-5047

Email: Anna.Eskamani@myfloridahouse.gov

August 18, 2020
RE: Florida’s Risky and Harmful Overreliance on Fossil Fuels
Dear Commissioners:

As you review The Ten-Year Site Plans today provided by utility companies, I wanted to once more
elevate Florida’s risky and harmful overreliance on fossil fuels, and the importance of setting energy
efficiency goals and renewable energy goals.

Energy efficiency is a low-cost resource that can help utilities meet electricity demand. It helps utilities
reduce their fuel costs and can help them defer or eliminate more expensive and polluting power plants.
It also helps customers cut their energy waste and lower their power bills. Yet, Florida ranks near the
bottom of state rankings for capturing energy savings from customers from its efficiency programs. We
can and must do better.

As I have mentioned to you before, the state uses practices in setting its goals that are decades old. These
practices were the justification for gutting energy efficiency goals in 2014 and most recently led many of
the power companies to propose energy efficiency goals of zero or near zero. These practices penalize
efficiency for being effective at helping customers cut energy use. For instance:

e Florida is the only state to continue to rely on a cost-effectiveness test — the Rate Impact Measure
(RIM test) - that counts the utility’s lost sales from efficiency programs (which is customers
reducing their energy use) as a “cost” to the utility. Therefore, if an efficiency measure provides
significant energy savings to a family or a business - it is eliminated from the utility’s efficiency
goals. Isn’t the goal of an efficiency program to help customers reduce energy use?

e Another way the utilities drive down savings potential is by arbitrarily eliminating low cost, high
impact measures that have a simple payback to customers of 2 years or less. Access to these

Local, Federal & Veterans Affairs Subcommittee
Oversight, Transparency & Public Managenfgt Subcommittee | Ways & Means Committee



measures is critically important to families struggling with a high-energy burden, especially
during this pandemic.

The economic fallout from the COVID-19 crisis has laid bare the prevalence of high- energy burden in our
communities. More than 600,000 customers are behind on power bill payments just in the investor-owned
utilities’ territories alone. No customer should have to make the choice between paying a power bill and
essentials like food and medicine. Electricity is unequivocally a public health matter, and energy efficiency
is a win-win for both the customer and the environment.

In order to get meaningful efficiency programs to Florida's families we must modernize the state's
practices. You have an opportunity to do just that in the rulemaking docket you’ve opened to revise your
goals setting rule. As part of that rulemaking process you should have scoping workshops so you can
collect broad input from the public, stakeholders, and experts that provide best practices from other
states -- before revising the rule.

At this critical moment, we ask the Commission to provide leadership and direction for our state to
pursue a healthier and more equitable clean energy future.

Sincerely,

A

Representative Anna V. Eskamani
Florida House of Representatives, District 47
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Regional Planning Council

Central Florida Regional Planning Council
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From: Marisa Barmby [mbarmby@cfrpc.org]
Sent: Friday, July 24, 2020 5:19 PM

To: Doug Wright; Phillip Ellis

Cc: Jennifer Codo-Salisbury

Subject: 2020 Electric Utility Review by CFRPC

Good afternoon,

Attached, please find the Central Florida Regional Planning Council’s electric utility review.
Please let us know if you need anything else.

Marisa Barmby

Marisa M. Barmby, AICP
Program Manager — Research

Central Florida Regional Planning Council
555 East Church Street, Bartow, FL 33830
Phone: 863-534-7130 ext. 110

Fax: 863.534-7138

www.cfrpc.org
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July 24, 2020

VIA EMAIL
Phillip Ellis

State of Florida Public Service Commission
Capital Circle Office Center

2540 Shumard Oak Blvd

Tallahassee, FL 32399

Dear Mr. Ellis,
RE: Review of 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans for Florida’s Electric Utilities

The CFRPC reviewed ten-year site plans from Duke Energy Florida, Florida Power and Light
Company (FPL/Gulf Power Company (GPC), Lakeland Electric, and Tampa Electric Company as
requested in the letter dated April 7, 2020, and included on the Public Service Commission’s
website. As requested, comments on the plans and a brief summary related to the suitability of
the above mentioned plans as planning documents is below.

Duke Energy Florida:

According to the plan, Duke Energy anticipates a 230 kV 50-mile new transmission line
right-of-way from Kathleen — Osprey — Haines City East in June 2024.

This document is suitable for a planning document at a regional level because it provides
information as to the proposed locations of planned new facilities. It is somewhat less
suitable as a planning document at providing insight on the development through current
demand and forecast demand because it cannot be extrapolated to a regional or county
level because Duke Energy’s boundaries cover so much of the State of Florida. It is helpful
to know what energy conservation and management programs are being utilized as well
as the environmental and land impacts are predicted to occur for the overall planning of
the region’s growth and development and protection.

Florida Power and Light Company (FPL/Gulf Power Company (GPC)

The plan discusses transmission facilities for the Okeechobee Solar Energy Center in
Okeechobee County in 2020, the Fort Drum Solar Energy Center in Okeechobee County
in 2021, the Lakeside Solar Energy Center, and other projects.

This document is suitable for a planning document at a regional level because it provides
information as to the proposed locations of planned new facilities. It is somewhat less
suitable as a planning document at providing insight on the development through current
demand and forecast demand because it cannot be extrapolated to a regional or county

CENTRAL FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL
555 EAST CHURCH STREET, BARTOW, FL 33830-3931; P.O. BOX 2089 BARTOW, FL 33831-2089
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Phillip Ellis

State of Florida Public Service Commission
July 24, 2020

Page 2 of 3

level because FPL/Gulf Power’s boundaries cover so much of the State of Florida. It is
helpful to know what energy conservation and management programs are being utilized
as well as the environmental and land impacts are predicted to occur for the overall
planning of the region’s growth and development and protection.

Lakeland Electric:

The plan states that Lakeland plans on retiring Mclntosh Unit #2 after the planned 135
MW new gas turbine, Mcintosh Unit GT2, becomes operational in April 2020. As of
December 31, 2019, there are no long-term firm power sales or purchase contracts in
place.

This document is suitable for a planning document at a regional level because it provides
insight on the development of areas within a portion of the region through current
demand and forecast demand. It also is helpful to know what energy conservation and
management programs are being utilized as well as the environmental and land impacts
are predicted to occur for the overall planning of the region’s growth and development
and protection.

This document is also written in a manner that makes it easy for non-utility planners to
understand. However, due to the scanning or production process, several of the figures
included in the document are blurry and very hard to read.

Tampa Electric Company:

According to the plan, there is a planned solar facility within the Central Florida Regional
Planning Council Region for the 10-year planning reporting period.

This document is suitable for a planning document at a regional level because it provides
information as to the proposed locations of planned new expansions and because it
provides insight on the development of areas within a portion of the region through
current demand and forecast demand. It also is helpful to know what energy
conservation and management programs are being utilized as well as the environmental
and land impacts are predicted to occur for the overall planning of the region’s growth
and development and protection. A recommendation would be to include boundaries of
the counties to make it clear as to the location of facilities.

The proposed expansions/potential sitings as identified in the ten-year power plant site plans as
submitted are consistent with the Central Florida Regional Planning Council Strategic Regional
Policy Plan (SRPP). Thank you for the opportunity to review these electric utility ten-year site
plans.
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Phillip Ellis

State of Florida Public Service Commission
July 24, 2020
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Sincerely,

Marisa M. Barmby, AICP
Program Manager — Research
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Regional Planning Council

Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council
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From: Liz Gulick [Igulick@tcrpc.org]

Sent: Wednesday, July 01, 2020 11:13 AM

To: Doug Wright

Cc: Kate Cotner; Thomas Lanahan

Subject: Florida Power & Light Company/Gulf Power Company Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan 2020-
2029

Dear Mr. Wright:

The Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council reviewed the ten year power plant site plan
prepared by Florida Power & Light Company/Gulf Power Company. Council approved the
attached report at their board meeting on June 19, 2020.

If you have any questions please call.
Sincerely,

Liz Gulick

Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council
421 SW Camden Avenue

Stuart, FL. 34994
772 221-4060
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June 30, 2020

Doug Wright, Engineering Specialist
Division of Engineering

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Subject: Florida Power & Light Company/Gulf Power Company Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan
2020-2029

Dear Mr. Wright:

The Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council has reviewed the ten year power plant site plan
prepared by Florida Power and Light Company and Gulf Power Company. Council approved the
comments in the attached report at their board meeting on June 19, 2020. The report concludes
that while the region and all of South Florida remain vulnerable to fuel price increases and supply
interruptions because of the continued heavy reliance on only two primary fuel types, natural gas
and nuclear fuel, the use of solar power is projected to increase dramatically.

Council urges FPL/Gulf and the State of Florida to continue developing new programs to 1) reduce
the reliance on fossil fuels as future energy sources, 2) increase conservation activities to offset
the need to construct new power plants, and 3) increase the use of renewable energy sources to
produce electricity.

Please contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely yours,

Za

Thomas J. Lanahan
Executive Director

Attachment

cc: Kate Cotner, FPL

“Bringing Communities Together” o Est. 1976

421 SW Camden Avenue - Stuart, Florida 34994
Phone (772) 221-4060 - Fax (%782) 221-4067 - www.tcrpc.org




TREASURE COAST REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL
Report on the

Florida Power & Light Company/Gulf Power Company
Ten Year Power Plant Site Plan 2020-2029

June 19, 2020

Introduction

Each year every electric utility in the State of Florida produces a ten year site plan that includes
an estimate of future electric power generating needs, a projection of how those needs will be
met, and disclosure of information pertaining to the utility’s preferred and potential power plant
sites. The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) has requested that Council review the
most recent ten year site plan prepared by Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) and Gulf
Power Company (Gulf) and provide comments to the FPSC on or before July 24, 2020.

COVID-19

Additionally, though the FPL/Gulf plan was submitted to the FPSC in April of this year,
COVID-19 impacts were not factored into their planning and projections. Historically, recent
annual changes to the FPL plan have been relatively minor. However, Council anticipates that
will not be the case for the 2021-2030 plan based on the merger of FPL and Gulf plus the
economic fallout from COVID-19.

Summary of the Plan

The plan indicates combined total summer peak demand projected growth of 11.5% over the 10-
year period; from 27,088 megawatts (MW) in 2020 to 30,195 MW in 2029. During the same
timeframe, FPL is expecting to reduce electrical use through demand-side management (DSM)
programs that include conservation, energy efficiency, and load management initiatives.
FPL/Gulf’s combined DSM savings are expected to grow by 23.6% over the reporting period;
from 1,790 MW in 2020 to 2,212 MW in 2029 (see Exhibit 1, Schedule 7.1).

After all DSM savings are factored in, FPL/Gulf will still require additional capacity from
conventional and renewable power sources to meet future electrical demand. They are proposing
to add about 4,390 MW of summer capacity to the total system from 2020 to 2029 (Exhibit 2,
Table ES-1). They plan to gain additional electricity through 1) upgrades to existing facilities; 2)
modernization of existing facilities; and 3) construction of new generating units while they
continue to take older and coal-fired capacity out of service and account for the degradation of
existing solar plants. As part of integrating FPL and Gulf Power, there are new photovoltaic
(PV) solar facilities, enhancements to an existing natural gas plan, and conversion of two
generating units from coal-fueled to natural gas within Gulf’s service area, and retirement of
Gulf’s ownership portion of two other coal-fueled generating units planned. These changes will
make the fuel mix and emissions profile of the Gulf Power area look more like the FPL area.
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Major changes in generating capacity are as follows:

e 2020 through 2029 - new solar (PV) additions of approximately 8,860 MW

e 2020 through 2026 - capacity upgrades of existing combined cycle units

e In 2020, conversion of Crist Units 6 and 7 from coal to natural gas

e By the beginning of 2022, four new combustion turbines at the Crist plant

e By January 2022 - retirement of FPL’s ownership portion of the Scherer 4 coal unit
(approximately 630 MW)

e Beginning in 2022 - a 409 MW battery storage facility at the Manatee plant site

e Beginning in 2022 - two 30 MW battery storage facilities, sites TBD

e By the beginning of 2022, a bidirectional transfer line with 850 MW capacity between
FPL and Gulf Power

e Mid-2022 - modernization of the existing Lauderdale plant

e May 2023 - expiration of 885 MW of purchased power from Shell

e By the beginning of 2024, retirement of Gulf Power’s ownership of coal-fueled Daniels
Units 1 and 2

e In 2028 and 2029, a total of approximately 700 MW of battery storage

Preferred and Potential Power Plant Sites

One of the primary reasons to prepare an annual ten year power plant site plan is to get
information on a utility’s plans on preferred and potential siting of new facilities.

Based on projected future resource needs, FPL/Gulf has identified 26 “preferred sites” for future
power generating facilities. The following are located in the Treasure Coast Region (Exhibit 3):

1. Hibiscus Solar Energy Center, Palm Beach County: The proposed 402-acre site plant is
located west of Seminole Pratt Whitney Road north of State Road 80 in the City of
Westlake.

2. Pelican Solar Energy Center, St. Lucie County: The proposed 564-acre site is located on
the former Minute Maid Grove between Florida’s Turnpike and the Indian River County
line.

3. Orange Blossom Solar Energy Center, Indian River County: The proposed 607-acre site
is located at the northeast corner of Oslo Road and 122nd Avenue Southwest, about
4 miles west of Interstate 95 on former citrus groves.

4. Sabal Palm Solar Energy Center, Palm Beach County: The proposed 646-acre site is
located north of 60" Street between Carol Street and 190" Trail.

Each of the above sites are planned for 74.5 MW PV solar plants. By their nature, these facilities
have minimal offsite impacts.

FPL/Gulf has also identified 13 “potential sites” for future generation and storage facilities,
though potential sites do not represent a commitment by the utility to construct these new
facilities. Two of these sites are currently planned to be located in the Treasure Coast Region:
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1.
2.

Sundew, St. Lucie County
White Tail, Martin County

Other Factors

The FPL/Gulf 2020-2029 plan describes six factors that have influenced or may influence this
resource plan. They are summarized below:

1.

The need to maintain balance between load and generating capacity in Southeastern
Florida (Miami-Dade and Broward counties). This balance has both reliability and
economic implications.

The desire to maintain/enhance fuel diversity in the FPL system including the types of
fuel FPL uses and fuel transmission.

The need to maintain an appropriate balance of DSM and supply resources from the
perspectives of both system reliability and operations including a 20 percent total reserve
margin criterion for summer and winter.

The impact of meeting Federal and state energy-efficiency codes that will reduce
forecasted summer and winter peak loads but also reduce potential DSM initiatives.

Steadily falling utility system key component costs that lower customer electric rates.
These include trends of decreasing fuel costs, decreasing new facility construction costs,
and increasing fuel efficiency of new generating units.

The forecast of potential CO2 compliance costs that remain lower than projections from a
decade ago due to lower forecasted electricity usage growth rate, lower forecasted natural
gas cost, retirements of existing coal units, and increasing implementation of renewable
energy sources including solar.

Evaluation

The ten year site plan indicates that fossil fuels will be the primary source of energy used by FPL
to generate electricity during the next 10 years (see Exhibit 4 Schedule 6.2); accounting for
72.7% (1.1% from coal and 71.6% from natural gas) of FPL’s electric generation in 2020. The
plan predicts fossil fuels will account for 61.7% (0.2% from coal and 61.5% from natural gas) of
combined FPL/Gulf electric generation in 2029. During the same period, nuclear sources are
predicted to drop from 22.9% in 2020 to 20.2% in 2029, primarily due to significant FPL solar
investment. Solar sources are predicted to dramatically increase from 3.5% in 2020 to 16.2% in
2029. For Gulf Power, their fuel sources in 2020 will also primarily be fossil fuels at 125.5%
(23.8% from coal and 101.7% from natural gas), with 39.1% of their production interchanged to
the Southern Company. The 2029 sources are shown above integrated with FPL.
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Renewable Energy

The ten year site plan indicates FPL is continuing its efforts to implement cost-effective
renewable energy. FPL has facilitated a number of renewable energy projects (facilities which
burn bagasse, waste wood, municipal waste, etc.) through power purchase agreements. For
example, FPL has a contract to receive firm capacity from the Solid Waste Authority of Palm
Beach County through April 2032. FPL’s efforts to increase use of cost-effective renewable
energy also include the use of utility-scale solar and customer-focused solar. FPL also has
interest in battery storage. These efforts are described below.

Solar:

Universal Solar: As indicated in this 2020 Site Plan, the resource plan shows a significant
amount of utility-scale solar being added throughout the 10-year period. A total of approximately
10,000 MW (9,925 MW of PV and 75 MW of solar thermal) is projected by the end of the year
2029.

Customer-Focused Voluntary PV Pilot Programs: FPL began implementation of two customer-
focused PV pilot programs in 2015.

a. FPL SolarNow provides customers the opportunity to bring solar projects into local
communities by funding solar facility construction in public areas such as parks, zoos,
and schools. Customers voluntarily contribute $9/month. As of the end of 2019, there
were 48,897 participants enrolled in the program with 68 projects located in 64 different
locations. These projects represent approximately 2,420 kW-DC of PV generation. The
program was approved for a third one-year extension and is now scheduled to end at the
close of 2020.

b. FPL SolarTogether is a new program that offers FPL customers the option to purchase
capacity/energy from cost-effective, large-scale solar generation facilities with no long-
term contracts, administrative fees, or termination penalties. Under this program,
participants’ monthly electric bills show a subscription charge and a direct credit on their
electric bills associated with the amount of solar-generated capacity purchased. The first
phase of the program is projected to add approximately 1,490 MW of new solar facilities.

C&lI Solar Partnership Pilot Program: This program is a partnership with interested commercial
and industrial (C&I) customers over an approximately S5-year period that is scheduled to
conclude in 2020. The objective is to examine the effect of high localized PV penetration on
FPLs distribution system and determine how best to address any problems that may be identified.

Battery Storage:

The resource plan presented in this 2020 Site Plan shows an increased amount of battery storage
compared to what was presented in the 2019 Site Plan. A 409 MW battery storage facility will
be added in late 2021 at the existing Manatee plant site and two 30 MW battery storage units will
be added in 2021; one at the existing Sunshine Gateway Solar Energy Center and another at the
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Echo River Solar Energy Center, which is currently in construction. An additional total of
approximately 700 MW of battery storage is also included in the resource plan in the years 2028
and 2029 in Gulf’s area.

Electric Vehicle Efforts:

Florida continues to rank in the top four in the nation for electric vehicle (EV) adoption, and
more Floridians are buying electric vehicles every year. FPL began implementation of the new
FPL EVolution pilot program in 2019 to support the growth of EVs with the goal to install more
than 1,000 charging ports, thus increasing the availability of public charging stations for EVs in
Florida by 50%. This pilot program will be conducted in partnership with interested host
customers over an approximate 3-year period. Limited investments will be made in EV charging
infrastructure. Installations will encompass different EV charging technologies and market
segments, including workplace, destination, public fast charging, and residential. These places
will include rest stops, public parks, shopping malls, and large businesses that employ thousands
of Florida residents. As of December 31, 2019, FPL has installed 50 ports at 7 locations.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Council is encouraged that FPL continues to aggressively expand utilization of solar cost
effectively and projects to increase the percentage of total electric generation system capacity
from approximately 3.5 percent to over 16 percent by the end of 2029. Council urges FPL to
continue their commitment to install more than 30 million solar panels on the system by the year
2030.

Council recommends FPL/Gulf continue to make progress toward adopting a more balanced
portfolio of fuels that includes a significant component of renewable energy sources. This is
important to reduce vulnerability to fuel price increases and supply interruptions. Council
continues to encourage the Florida Legislature to adopt a Renewable Portfolio Standard in order
to provide a mechanism to expand the use of renewable energy in Florida.

Council supports FPL’s existing and proposed solar projects and encourages FPL to develop
additional projects based on renewable resources. FPL should consider developing other
programs to install, own, and operate PV units on the rooftops of private and public buildings.
The shift to rooftop PV systems distributed throughout the area of demand could reduce reliance
on large transmission lines and reduce costs associated with owning property; purchasing fuel;
and permitting, constructing, and maintaining a power plant. Another advantage of this strategy
is that PV systems do not require water for cooling. The incentive for owners of buildings to
participate in this strategy is they could be offered a reduced rate for purchasing electricity. Also,
FPL should consider expanding solar rebate programs for customers who install PV and solar
water heating systems on their homes and businesses. These rebates should be coordinated with
other programs, such as the Solar and Energy Loan Fund (SELF) and Property-Assessed Clean
Energy (PACE) programs, to provide participants in these programs the option of receiving a
rebate. SELF is a low interest rate loan program that provides financing for clean energy
solutions. PACE programs allow property owners to finance energy retrofits by placing an
additional tax assessment on the property in which the investment is made.
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Council urges FPL/Gulf and the State of Florida to continue developing new programs to:
1) reduce the reliance on fossil fuels as future energy sources; 2) increase conservation activities
to offset the need to construct new power plants; and 3) increase the use of renewable energy
sources to produce electricity. The complete costs of burning fossil fuels, such as the costs to
prevent environmental pollution and costs to the health of the citizens, need to be considered in
evaluating these systems. State legislators should amend the regulatory framework to provide
financial incentives for power providers and customers to increase conservation measures and to
rely to a greater extent on renewable energy sources. The phasing in of PV and other locally
available energy sources will help Florida achieve a sustainable future as called for in Council’s
Strategic Regional Policy Plan.

The utility filing can be accessed at the following link:

http://www.psc.state.fl.us/Files/PDF/Utilities/Electricgas/TenY earSitePlans/2020/Florida%20Power%20a
nd%20Light%20and%20Gulf%20Power%20Company.pdf

Attachments
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Exhibit 1

Forecast of Capacity, Demand, and Scheduled

Schedule 7.1

Maintenance At Time Of Summer Peak

(1) (2 (3) @ (5 © O] (8) @ (0 (1) (12) (13 (14 (15)  (16)

Total Firm Total Total Generation Only
Firm Firm Firm Firm Total Summer Reserve Reserve Reserve
Installed Capacity Capacity Firm Capacity Peak Peak Margin Before Scheduled Margin After Margin After
Augustof Capacity Import Export QF Available Demand DSM  Demand Maintenance  Malntenance Maintenance Maintenance
Year MW MWV MV MW MW MW MW MA MW % of Peak MW MW %ofPeak MW % of Peak
FPL

2020 27,145 110 0 434 27,689 24,624 1,786 22,838 4,851 21.2 0 4,851 21.2 3,085 124

2021 27,722 110 0 4 27,836 24720 1,833 22,887 4,948 216 0 4,948 216 3,116 12.6
Gulf

2020 2,389 1,039 0 0 3,429 2,464 6 2458 970 395 0 970 39.5 965 39.1

2021 2,389 1,039 0 0 3,428 2,496 14 2,482 947 381 0 947 38.1 932 373
Integrated FPL and Guif

2022 30,763 1,149 0 4 31,915 27,220 1,903 25,317 6,599 26.1 0 6,599 26.1 4,695 112
2023 31,164 264 0 4 31,431 27,564 1,962 25602 5829 228 0 5,829 228 3,867 14.0
2024 31,061 264 0 4 31,328 27,953 2,026 25,927 5,401 20.8 0 5,401 20.8 3,375 1241
2025 31,386 263 0 4 31,653 28,349 2071 26,278 5375 205 0 5,375 20.5 3,304 1.7
2026 31,892 263 0 4 32159 28,775 2,107 26,668 5490 20.6 0 5,490 20.6 3,384 11.8
2027 32,230 263 0 0 32493 29,143 2,142 27,001 5492 203 0 5,492 20.3 3,350 11.5
2028 32,639 263 0 0 32,902 29,592 2,177 27415 5486 20.0 0 5,486 20.0 3,310 11.2
2029 33,322 262 0 0 33585 30,195 2,212 27,983 5602 20.0 0 5,602 20.0 3,390 112

Col. (2) represents peak capacity additions and changes projected to be in-service by June 1st of each year. These MW are generally considered to be
available to meet Summer peak loads which are forecasted to occur during August of the year indicated.
Col. (6) = Col.(2) + Col.(3) - Col.{4) + Col.(5).
Col.(7) reflects the 2019 peak load forecasts without incremental energy efficiency after 9/2019 or cumulative load management.
Col.(8) represents cumulative load management capability, plus incremental energy efficiency and load management, from 9/2019-on, intended for use

with the 2019 load forecasts.

Col.(10) = Col.(6) - Col.(9)
Col.(11) = Cal.(10) / Col.(9)
Col.(12) indicates the capacity of units projected to be out-of-service for planned maintenance during the Summer peak period.

Col.(13) = Col.(10) - Col.(12)

Col.(14) = Col.(13) / Col.(9)

Col.(15) = Col.(6) - Col.(7) - Col.(12)

Col.(16) = Col.(15) / Col.(7)
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Exhibit 2

Table ES-1: Projected Capacity & Firm Purchase Power Additions and Changes:

FPL Gulf
Summaor | Summer Summear
MY [ Rosorvo
Yoar ¥ Projoctod Capaclty & Firm Purchaso Powor Ch {&pprox)| (Approx) Dato Margln ¥
FPL
200 (Sokr PV Y (Al solar faciFos In-sondce January of 2020) 248
SaBRA VY 165
Sarford 4 147
Tatal of MW changos to Summer firm capacity:| 580
2021 |Weost Courty 3 21 Third Qusartr 2060
Turkay Poirt 4 20 Fourh Oustor 2004
Sobr Py 534 Flrst Ouastor 2021
Sobr Dagradation 13}
Totol of MV ps to Sumimer firm | SI7 21.0%
Gulf
X | Sakr Py {Sobyr foclity In-sorice Apdl 1% of 2000) 41 Fourh Ouaster 204
Tatal of MW ch to 8§ firm capacity 41 39.5%
2021
Total of MW changos to Summer firm capacity: [ 1%
Integrated FPL and Guif
2022 [Manatos 1 and 2 Rodromant (1,610) Frurh Quarter 2021
Scherer 4 Ratirement (Gag) Frurh Quarter 2001
Monaton Energy Storago 408 Fourh Curtor 2021
Surshing Galmwary Enorgy Storage o Frurh Qusster 2021
Echo River Erargy Soraga K Fourh Cusrtor 2021
4XD Crist CT's i Frurh Ouarter 2001
Bam Springs PV Y a7 Frurh Oustes 2021
Chanutousgun Py ™ a7 Frurh Cuarter 2021
Sobr PV 24 First Quartor 2022
Fort Myors 2 Upgrado 40 Soccnd Quartor 2022
Daria Boach Cloan Energy Cenir Unit 7 1,163 Socord Outer 2002
Sokar Dogradation * 5
Tatal of MW changos to 8 firm capacity:| _(585) 1,237 26.1%
2023 |Marsn 8 Upgrade 40 Socord Cuater 2022
Manatos 3 Upgrade 78 Fourh Quartor 2022
Solr PV 208 First Quaster 2023
Fort Myers 2 Upgrada 78 Soccnd Ouartor 2023
Solar Dogradation ¥ {6)
Total of MW changos to Summer firm capacity:| 182 209 228%
2024 |Lansing Smith 3 Lpgrade 53 Fourh Quartor 2023
Daréel 1 and 2 Rofroment (502) First Ousrter 2004
Turkay Paint § Upgrado 75 First Quswrter 2024
Okpoechoboe Energy Cortor 50 Flrst Oussrtor 2004
Sobr PV Y 208 Flrst Ouster 2024
Sokar Dogradation * {6)
Total of MW changos to S firm i 13 (24) 20.8%
2025 |Poa Rdge 1, 2 and 3 Rotircmont (12) Second Ouater 2024
Crist 4 Rotiroment (75) Fourh Cuartor 2024
Solr PV Y 264 Flrst Quartor 2025
Sarford 4 Upgrada 76 Socond Cuartor 2025
Sarford 6 Upgrade mn Socond Cuertor 2025
Solar Dogradation * N
Total of MW changos to St firm capacity:| 413 &7) 20.5%
202% |MxrEn 8 40 Socond Quartor 2025
Sarford 4 Upgrade 25 Socond Ouartor 2025
Sarford 6 Upgrade 26 Second Quartor 2026
Solar PV Y 42 First Quarter 2026
Sotwr Dogradation ¥ {8)
Total of MW changos to S firm ityz| 506 20.6%
2027 |Crist 5 Retiroment (75) Fourh Quartor 2024
Sobr PV Y 4 First Quartor 2027
Solar Dogradation ¥ @)
Total of MW changus to 8 firm capacity:| 413 785) 203%
2028 |Lansing Smith A Rotirement 32) Fourh Quartor 2027
Enorgy Stragoe 200 First Quartor 2028
Solar PV ¥ 252 Flrst Quarter 2024
Sokar Dogradation ¥ (11)
Total of MW o5 to Summer firm =] 241 168 20.0%
202 [Enorgy Swroge 500 Firat Ouartor 20249
Solar PV Y 184 First Ouarter 2029
Solar Dogradation * (11)
Total of MW changos to Si firm capacity:| 183 500 20.0%
17 Yoir shown rofiocts whon tha MY changn bagins to ba accoontoed for in Summar rsofve margin catunions.

2/ Wintar Resioive Margins aro typically highoe than Summar Resor Merging. Winter Resena Megins e shown on Schodulo 7.2 1n Chapter B

A7/MY values shown for B PV Tacites

tha fim L

for T PV (o Bt

47 An anniml 0.3% dogradation for PV cutput b aasumod for both FPL and Gulf Solar. Total degradation s shown solsly in the FPL eolumn.
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L N Exhibit 3

Treasure Coast Region
Significant Energy Fuactlities
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Exhibit 4

Schedule 6.2 Forecasted
Energy Sources % by Fuel Type

Forecasted
Energy Source Units 2020 2021 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029
FPL Gulf"' Integrated FPL and Gulf
(1) Annual Energy % 0.0 0.0] (39.1) (39.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
hterchange ¥

(2) Nuclear % 229 231 0.0 0.0 215 209 209 2141 20.6 204 20.7 202
(3) Coal % 11 13 238 16.4 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
(4) Residual (FOB) -Total % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(5) Steam % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(6) Distillate (FO2)-Total % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(7) Steam o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(8) cc % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(9) CT % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(10) Nalural Gas -Total % 71.6 69.3| 101.7 1088 702 701 69.5 67.8 66.4 64.7 62.7 615
(11) Steam % 0.2 0.1 12.0 20.0 03 0.5 04 04 04 0.3 0.2 01
(12) cc % T 68.9 409 40.7 67.7 68.7 689 67.1 65.9 64.2 62.3 61.3
(13) CC PPAs - Gas % 0.0 0.0 48.3 475 20 07 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(14) €T % 0.3 0.3 0.6 0.6 02 02 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 01
(15) Solar 3’ % 35 54 36 35 64 7.0 76 8.8 10.7 126 144 16.2
(16) PV % 26 28 1.6 16 36 42 49 6.1 8.0 9.9 1.8 136
(17) Solar Together * % 0.8 25 0.0 0.0 25 25 25 25 24 24 24 24
(18) Solar Thermal % 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
(19) Solar PPAs % 0.0 0.0 19 19 02 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
(20) Wind PPAs % 0.0 0.0 8.8 89 08 08 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
(21) Other ¥ % 0.8 0.9 15 1.5 11 1.3 1.1 14 14 1.3 1.3 1.3

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

1/ Sources: Actuals for FPL and Gulf: A Schedules and Actual Data for Next Generation Solar Centers Report. Forecast for Gulf 2020 and 2021: Projections from Southern Company
2/ Represents interchange between FPL/Gulf and other utilities. For Gulf, this number represants the net energy exchange with Southern Co.
3/ Represents oulput from FPL's PV and solar thermal facilities.
4/ The values shown represent energy pmduced fmm FPL-owned solar facilities that are part of FPL's SolarTegether (ST) program.
Al the req of any ST participant, envirc ibutes in the form of renewable energy certificates for that participant’s allocation of the total
energy produced will be rehred on the participant's behalf.
5/ Represents a forecast of energy expacled to be purchased from Qualifying Facilities, Indepandent Power Producers, efc., net of
Economy and other Power Sales.
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FPL Energy Sources- 2020
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FPL Energy Sources- 2029
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Water Management District

St. Johns River Water Management District
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From: Steve Fitzgibbons [SFitzgibbons@sjrwmd.com]

Sent: Monday, May 11, 2020 9:01 AM

To: Doug Wright; Phillip Ellis

Cc: Richard Burklew; Ann Shortelle; Tom Frick

Subject: FW: DN 20200000-OT - Review of the Ten-Year Site Plans - Comment Request letter dated
April 7, 2020 (pt21)

Mr. Wright:

As requested in your letter dated April 7, 2020, St. Johns River Water Management District (District) staff
have reviewed the Ten-Year Site Plans for Florida Power & Light Company/Gulf Power, Duke Energy
Florida, Gainesville Regional Utilities, JEA, and Seminole Electric Cooperative. Based on review of the
submitted materials, District staff had no comments on the TYSPs and found them to be suitable as
planning documents.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me.

Sincerely,
Steve Fitzgibbons

Steven Fitzgibbons, AICP

Intergovernmental Planner

Division of Strategic Planning and Initiatives

St. Johns River Water Management District

7775 Baymeadows Way, Suite 102

Jacksonwville, FL 32256

Office (386) 312-2369

E-mail: sfitzgibbons@sjrwmd.com

Website: www.sjrwmd.com

Connect with us: Newsletter, Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, YouTube, Pinterest

From: Patti Zellner <PZELLNER@PSC.STATE.FL.US>

Sent: Tuesday, April 7, 2020 3:56:18 PM

To: Ann Shortelle <ashortelle@sjrwmd.com>

Cc: Doug Wright <dwright@psc.state.fl.us>; Damian Kistner <DKistner@psc.state.fl.us>; Donald Phillips
<DPhillip@psc.state.fl.us>; Phillip Ellis <PEllis@PSC.STATE.FL.US>; Laura King <LKing@PSC.STATE.FL.US>;
Patti Zellner <PZELLNER@PSC.STATE.FL.US>

Subject: DN 20200000-0T - Review of the Ten-Year Site Plans - Comment Request letter dated April 7,
2020 (pt21)
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Water Management District

Southwest Florida Water Management District
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From: James Golden [James.Golden@swfwmd.state.fl.us]
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2020 1:23 PM

To: Doug Wright

Cc: Phillip Ellis; April D. Breton; Cara S. Martin

Subject: 2020 Electric Utility Ten-Year Site Plans

The District’s review letter is attached.

Jim Golden, AICP
Senior Planner
Southwest Florida Water Management District
2379 Broad Street
Brooksville, FL 34604
(352) 796-7211 x4790
james.golden@watermatters.org
Southwest Florida
Water Management District
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An Equal
Opportunity
Employer

Mark Taylor

Chair, Hernando, Marion
Michelle Williamson

Vice Chair, Hillsborough
Joel Schleicher

Secretary, Charlotte, Sarasota
Kelly S. Rice

Treasurer, Citrus, Lake, Levy,
Sumter

Jack Bispham

Manatee

Roger Germann
Hillsborough

James G. Murphy

Polk

Rebecca Smith
Hillsborough, Pinellas

Seth Weightman

Pasco

Brian J. Armstrong, P.G.
Executive Director

2379 Broad Street, Brooksville, Florida 34604-6899
(352) 796-7211 or 1-800-423-1476 (FL only)
WaterMatters.org

Southwest Florida

Water Management District
~l

Bartow Office

170 Century Boulevard
Bartow, Florida 33830-7700
(863) 534-1448 or
1-800-492-7862 (FL only)

Sarasota Office

6750 Fruitville Road
Sarasota, Florida 34240-9711
(941) 377-3722 or
1-800-320-3503 (FL only)

Tampa Office

7601 U.S. 301 North (Fort King Highway)
Tampa, Florida 33637-6759

(813) 985-7481 or

1-800-836-0797 (FL only)

June 8, 2020

Mr. Doug Wright, Engineering Specialist
Florida Public Service Commission
Division of Engineering

Capital Circle Office Center

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Subject: 2020 Electric Utility Ten-Year Site Plans
Dear Mr. Wright:

In response to your request, the Southwest Florida Water Management District
(District) has completed its review of the 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans for Duke Energy
Florida (DEF), Florida Power & Light Company/Gulf Power Company (FPL/GPC),
Lakeland Electric (LAK) and Tampa Electric Company (TECO). The District conducted
its review pursuant to Section 186.801(2)(e), Florida Statutes, which requires the Public
Service Commission to consider “the views of the appropriate water management
district as to the availability of water and its recommendation as to the use by the
proposed plant of salt water or fresh water for cooling purposes.” Considering solar
generating facilities only require small quantities of water for occasional cleaning of
solar panels, they have been excluded from our review.

Regarding the construction of future non-solar generating facilities (i.e., those that are
not already approved, undergoing approval or under construction) our findings are as
follows.

e DEF is planning to construct two new combustion turbine units in 2025 and 2027
at undesignated sites that may or may not be within the District

e FPL/GPC is not planning to construct any new generating facilities within the
District

e LAK s not proposing to construct any new generating facilities within the District

e TECO is planning to construct three new reciprocating engines in 2020, 2024
and 2026 at undesignated sites within the District

The District offers the following technical assistance comments for consideration.

e The most water conserving practices must be used in all processes and
components of the power plant’s water use that are environmentally, technically
and economically feasible for the activity, including reducing water losses,
recycling, and reuse. If a lower quality water is available and is environmentally,
technically and economically feasible for all or a portion of the proposed use, this
lower quality water must be used.
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Mr. Doug Wright, Engineering Specialist
June 8, 2020
Page 2

e For new generating facilities proposed in the southern and much of the central portions of
the District, there are additional water use constraints. These areas have been designated
as Water Use Caution Areas. This designation has occurred in response to water resource
impacts, such as saltwater intrusion, lowered water levels in lakes and wetlands, and
reduced stream flows, which have been caused by excessive ground water withdrawals.
Regional recovery strategies are being implemented to address these adverse water
resource impacts. Consequently, the District has heightened concerns regarding potential
impacts due to additional water withdrawals in these areas.

Early coordination with the District’'s Water Use Permit (WUP) staff is encouraged prior to submittal
of any Site Certification or WUP applications. For assistance or additional information concerning
the District's WUP program, or to schedule a preapplication conference, please contact April
Breton, WUP manager, at (813) 985-7481, extension 2049, or april.breton@watermatters.org.

We appreciate this opportunity to participate in the review process. If you have any questions or
require further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me at (352) 796-7211, extension 4790,
or james.golden@watermatters.org.

Sincerely,

o e

James J. Golden, AICP
Senior Planner

JG
c: April Breton, SWFWMD
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Water Management District

Suwannee River Water Management District

-61-



(This page intentionally left blank)

-62-



From: Zwanka, Warren [Warren.Zwanka@srwmd.org]

Sent: Monday, June 01, 2020 3:15 PM

To: Doug Wright

Cc: Minnis, Steve; Carr, Christina; Phillip Ellis; Marshall, Leroy; Thomas, Hugh; Glass, Ben Subject: SRWMD
Comments on DN 20200000-0T - Ten-Year Site Plans

Mr. Wright,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the 10-year site plans identified in the
attached correspondence. Suwannee River Water Management District (District) has no comments
on the FPL and GRU plans. Duke Energy has proposed several solar sites in our District that may be
on properties with active District-issued water use permits. We have recently coordinated with
Duke Energy to modify or rescind the water use permits associated with the Santa Fe and Columbia
sites, but have been unable to ascertain the exact locations of the remaining sites. Therefore, the
District would like to provide comment recommending that Duke Energy contact us within 30 days
of the acquisition of the remaining sites in our jurisdiction to update the status of any water use
permit(s) associated with the properties, pursuant to section 40B-2.351(2), F.A.C.

Warren Zwanka, P.G.

Resource Management Division Director Suwannee River Water Management District 9225 CR 49,
Live Oak, FL 32060 386.362.1001

800.226.1066 (FL Toll Free) www.mysuwanneeriver.com
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Local Government

City of Sarasota
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From: Jeffrey Vredenburg

To: Phillip Ellis

Cc: Meg Jamison; Kathryn King

Subject: Public Comment, City of Sarasota, for Commission review of the 2020 electric utility Ten Year Site Plans
Date: Wednesday, August 19, 2020 12:41:42 PM

Attachments: Florida PSC on the Utility Ten Year Site Plans (TYSPs).pdf

Good Afternoon:

Attached please find comments from the City of Sarasota regarding the Commission’s review of the
2020 electric utility Ten Year Site Plans.

Thank you,
Jeff Vredenburg
City of Sarasota Sustainability Program Educator

Jeff Vredenburg, LEED AP O+M

Sustainability | City Manager’s Office

City of Sarasota | 1565 First Street | Sarasota, FL 34236
0:941.263.6296 | M: 941.363.1140

www.SarasotaFL.gov

effrey.vredenburg@sarasotafl.gov

CITY
OF

(gll_STAlNABlLITY

Under Florida law, e-mail addresses are public records. If you do not want your e-mail address released
in response to a public-records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this
office by phone or in writing. E-mail messages sent or received by City of Sarasota officials and
employees in connection with official City business are public records subject to disclosure under the
Florida Public Records Act.
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CITY g OF

SARASOL
August 18,2020

Chairman Gary F. Clark

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Re: Commission Review of the 2020 Electric Utility Ten Year Site Plans
Dear Chairman and Members of the Florida Public Service Commission,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments on the Commission’s review of the 2020 electric
utility Ten Year Site Plans (TYSPs).

The City of Sarasota has a strong interest in the TYSP development and review process as a means to
understand the investment decisions and evaluation criteria that our electric utility service providers are
weighing and prioritizing as they work to build an energy system that is more equitable and affordable and that
supports a transition to carbon-free electricity. As a coastal city threatened by sea level rise, we understand
firsthand how the long-term energy decisions of our utilities impact our community’s affordability, resilience,
sustainability, and economic competitiveness.

It is with this context that I write to highlight some of the initiatives and efforts we are prioritizing and
implementing that directly interplay with the energy decision-making and planning efforts of our electric utility
service provider: Florida Power and Light.

As a City Commission priority, Sarasota is working to plan for and adapt to the impacts of climate change
including sea level rise, increased storm surge, and more extreme rain and heat events. As part of this work, the
Sarasota City Commission approved a Climate Vulnerability Assessment and Adaptation Plan in January 2018
that came out of an internal climate working group. This plan reviewed over 200 City-owned assets; identified
more than 50 that are vulnerable to future climate conditions; and recommended high-level strategies to protect
and preserve these facilities. The plan’s creation and adoption was the culmination of many years of hard work
that required significant collaboration between multiple City departments, consultants, and the public. We are
now working actively to implement the strategies that the plan recommends.

Sarasota has been active in the local discussion about local vulnerabilities and adaptation potential in local
policy. Most recently, the City joined the Tampa Bay Regional Resiliency Coalition.

In addition to our robust climate adaptation efforts, we have also adopted a number of commitments to
minimize our climate impact and become a more resilient, sustainable community. For example:

e In 2019 the City Commission approved joining FPL’s SolarTogether program and agreed to offset
71% of the City’s municipal electricity to renewably sourced solar energy.

e In 2017 the City Commission adopted a resolution to power city operations with 50% renewable
energy by 2024 and 100% renewable energy by 2030; and a community-wide target of 100%
renewable energy by 2045.

P.O. Box 1058 Sarasota, FL 34230-1058





# We have established a goal to reduce all greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions across our community and
within city operations by 35% by 2030 using a 2003 baseline; and,

e We have established a target to transition 90% of all new City fleet vehicle purchases to electric
vehicles by 2024,

In addition, we continuously work to improve the energy efficiency of our public buildings — efforts that
continue to pay dividends. For instance, electrical and water system upgrades we implemented from 2010-2012
have saved the City over $4 million in direct costs and operational savings.

To track progress toward these efforts, we regularly measure the GHG emissions of the entire community and
the City’s operations. Inventorying these emissions is an essential task to understand whether the City and its
constituents are on track to meet our goals.

Collaboration is also paramount to success. To that end, we work closely with other local governments;
nonprofit and academic organizations; and neighborhood, business, and faith-based groups to inform projects,
policies, and education initiatives.

Partnerships with our electric utility service provider is also critical. After all, improvements to the overall
emissions performance of the electricity grid are necessary for the City and its community members to reduce
their carbon footprints and deliver upon the GHG emissions reductions targets that we have established. For
this reason, we have a strong interest in the TYSP review and development process to gain insights into the
energy system plans and actions that our utility service providers intend to implement, which in turn, inform
the strategies and actions that we prioritize and ultimately implement. As such we recommend that the
Commission keep our city staff and our peers at other jurisdictions informed of the TYSP process developments
and outcomes so that we can stay informed and include this information in our planning processes. We would
also be interested in discussing possible improvements to the TY SP process so that it can be even more helpful
to local planning efforts.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments. I welcome the opportunity to share more information about
our work or answer any questions that you may have. You can reach me at 941-263-6680.

Tléaas W

City Manager

cc: City Commission
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SARASOL
August 18,2020

Chairman Gary F. Clark

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Re: Commission Review of the 2020 Electric Utility Ten Year Site Plans
Dear Chairman and Members of the Florida Public Service Commission,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments on the Commission’s review of the 2020 electric
utility Ten Year Site Plans (TYSPs).

The City of Sarasota has a strong interest in the TYSP development and review process as a means to
understand the investment decisions and evaluation criteria that our electric utility service providers are
weighing and prioritizing as they work to build an energy system that is more equitable and affordable and that
supports a transition to carbon-free electricity. As a coastal city threatened by sea level rise, we understand
firsthand how the long-term energy decisions of our utilities impact our community’s affordability, resilience,
sustainability, and economic competitiveness.

It is with this context that I write to highlight some of the initiatives and efforts we are prioritizing and
implementing that directly interplay with the energy decision-making and planning efforts of our electric utility
service provider: Florida Power and Light.

As a City Commission priority, Sarasota is working to plan for and adapt to the impacts of climate change
including sea level rise, increased storm surge, and more extreme rain and heat events. As part of this work, the
Sarasota City Commission approved a Climate Vulnerability Assessment and Adaptation Plan in January 2018
that came out of an internal climate working group. This plan reviewed over 200 City-owned assets; identified
more than 50 that are vulnerable to future climate conditions; and recommended high-level strategies to protect
and preserve these facilities. The plan’s creation and adoption was the culmination of many years of hard work
that required significant collaboration between multiple City departments, consultants, and the public. We are
now working actively to implement the strategies that the plan recommends.

Sarasota has been active in the local discussion about local vulnerabilities and adaptation potential in local
policy. Most recently, the City joined the Tampa Bay Regional Resiliency Coalition.

In addition to our robust climate adaptation efforts, we have also adopted a number of commitments to
minimize our climate impact and become a more resilient, sustainable community. For example:

e In 2019 the City Commission approved joining FPL’s SolarTogether program and agreed to offset
71% of the City’s municipal electricity to renewably sourced solar energy.

e In 2017 the City Commission adopted a resolution to power city operations with 50% renewable
energy by 2024 and 100% renewable energy by 2030; and a community-wide target of 100%
renewable energy by 2045.

P.O. Box 1058 Sarasota, FL 34230-1058
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# We have established a goal to reduce all greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions across our community and
within city operations by 35% by 2030 using a 2003 baseline; and,

e We have established a target to transition 90% of all new City fleet vehicle purchases to electric
vehicles by 2024,

In addition, we continuously work to improve the energy efficiency of our public buildings — efforts that
continue to pay dividends. For instance, electrical and water system upgrades we implemented from 2010-2012
have saved the City over $4 million in direct costs and operational savings.

To track progress toward these efforts, we regularly measure the GHG emissions of the entire community and
the City’s operations. Inventorying these emissions is an essential task to understand whether the City and its
constituents are on track to meet our goals.

Collaboration is also paramount to success. To that end, we work closely with other local governments;
nonprofit and academic organizations; and neighborhood, business, and faith-based groups to inform projects,
policies, and education initiatives.

Partnerships with our electric utility service provider is also critical. After all, improvements to the overall
emissions performance of the electricity grid are necessary for the City and its community members to reduce
their carbon footprints and deliver upon the GHG emissions reductions targets that we have established. For
this reason, we have a strong interest in the TYSP review and development process to gain insights into the
energy system plans and actions that our utility service providers intend to implement, which in turn, inform
the strategies and actions that we prioritize and ultimately implement. As such we recommend that the
Commission keep our city staff and our peers at other jurisdictions informed of the TYSP process developments
and outcomes so that we can stay informed and include this information in our planning processes. We would
also be interested in discussing possible improvements to the TY SP process so that it can be even more helpful
to local planning efforts.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments. I welcome the opportunity to share more information about
our work or answer any questions that you may have. You can reach me at 941-263-6680.

Tléaas W

City Manager

cc: City Commission
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Local Government

Volusia County
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From: Carol McFarlane [cmcfarlane@volusia.org]
Sent: Friday, July 24, 2020 3:00 PM

To: Doug Wright; Phillip Ellis; Clay Ervin; Palmer Panton
Subject: 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans for Electric Utilities

Mr. Wright:

Volusia County staff has received the 10-year plan for Florida's Public Utilities and has no
objections. Please see the attached letter dated July 24, 2020.

Thank you,

Carol McFarlane, AICP

Land Development Manager

County of Volusia

Growth and Resource Management Division
123 W. Indiana Avenue, Room 202
DeLand, FL 32720

Office: 386-736-5942
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Volusia County
FLORIDA

Growth & Resource Management
Land Development

July 24, 2020

Doug Wright, Engineering Specialist
Florida Public Service Commission
Capital Circle Office Center

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Re: Review of the 2020 Ten-Year Site Plans for Florida's Electric Utilities
Volusia County Letter of No-Objection

Dear Mr. Wright:

Volusia County staff have reviewed the above-referenced Ten-Year Site Plans, hereinafter
referred to as “the Plan”, and finds no objection. The County offers the following
comments for informational purposes only:

1. The population projections in the report used BEBR estimates. This is consistent
with Volusia County’s planning efforts as we also use BEBR projections.

2. The demand projections were based on the economy pre-Covid, so there is some
concern with the projected outcomes.

3. The electrical consumption per household increases over the forecast period. This
is expected and may actually increase if we observe greater work from home. The
unknown is whether or not there will be an off-setting decrease by the commercial
sector.

Thank you including the County in this process. We greatly appreciate the coordination efforts and
are happy to provide feedback.

Sincerely,

Laoma .

Carol McFarlane, AICP
Land Development Manager
cmcfarlane@volusia.org

o Clay Ervin, Growth and Resource Management Director (via email)
Palmer Panton, Planning and Development Services Director (via email)

123 West Indiana Avenue, Room 202 ¢ Deland, FL 32720
Phone: (386) 736-5942
www.volusia.orgq
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Other Organization

Southeast Sustainability Directors Network
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From: Meg Jamison <meg@southeastsdn.org>

Sent: Sunday, August 16, 2020 8:15 AM

To: Records Clerk <CLERK@PSC.STATE.FL.US>

Subject: Comments: Commission Review of 2020 Electric Utility Ten Year Site Plans

Greetings Mr. Chairman,

Please find comments attached to this message regarding the Commission’s review of
2020 Utility Ten Year Site Plans.

Thanks!
Meg

Meg Williams Jamison

Network Director | Southeast Sustainability Directors Network (SSDN)
www.southeastsdn.org | Follow us! @theSSDN

2020 Roddenberry Fellow

This message is confidential and proprietary communication. This message and all linked or attached files are a private communication sent by the
Southeast Sustainability Directors Network, a project of the Urban Sustainability Directors Network. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the information contained in or attached to this message is strictly prohibited. Please notify the
sender of the delivery error by replying to this message, and then delete it from your system. Thank you.
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’ SOUTHEAST SUSTAINABILITY
DIRECTORS NETWORK

August 17, 2020

Chairman Gary F. Clark

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Re: Commission Review of 2020 Electric Utility Ten Year Site Plans
Dear Chairman and Members of the Florida Public Service Commission:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments on the Commission’s review of the
2020 electric utility Ten Year Site Plans (TYSPs).

The Southeast Sustainability Directors Network (SSDN) is a network of local governments in the
southeastern United States that works together to advance sustainability initiatives in the region.
As part of this work, SSDN supports the efforts of more than 40 local Florida governments to:

- Mitigate the environmental, economic, and public health impacts of climate change;
- Build a healthy, sustainable future with more opportunities for economic growth;

- Reduce pollution and improve Florida’s air and water quality;

- Protect public health and safety, especially of Florida’s most vulnerable citizens; and
- Meet ambitious climate goals.

As you conduct your review this year of the 2020 electric utility TYSPs, | write to share
information with you about the energy decision-making trends of Florida’s local governments. |
hope this information provides you with helpful insights about the interests and needs of some
of the state’s largest energy consumers and their constituents.

Increasingly, local governments in the southeast and in Florida are establishing long-term
sustainability goals and advancing sustainability initiatives in order to reduce emissions, scale
investment in clean energy, create economic opportunities and jobs, and deliver immediate
public health benefits to their residents and businesses. The development and adoption of these
goals and initiatives is typically informed by public hearings and workshops, direct engagement
with local stakeholders, and inventories and assessments that identify the opportunities,
strategies, and pathways to achieve more sustainable outcomes.
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Goals commonly adopted by local governments include:

1. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction targets for a city or county’s operations;
2. GHG emissions reduction targets for a city or county’s entire community;' and
3. Renewable energy goals.

For instance, many local jurisdictions are adopting goals to achieve:

- Carbon neutrality or a specified level of GHG emissions reduction for their community or
city operations by a target date (e.g. 30% GHG emissions reduction by 2030); and

- 100% renewable energy for their community or city operations by a target date (e.g. to
power 100% of city operations with renewable energy by 2050).

Additionally, many municipalities are establishing GHG inventories to measure and report the
emissions of their entire communities and/or their local government operations; are increasingly
adopting social equity goals, or establishing offices of equity and inclusion, as part of their
sustainability platforms in order to address the needs of frontline community members; and are
increasingly leveraging their sustainability initiatives to build community resilience to disasters
(e.g. via climate vulnerability assessments and resilience plans).

Notably, SSDN conducts an annual survey of its members to track the adoption rate of these
goals and initiatives.? The results of our 2019 survey reveal that an overwhelming majority of our
local government members have adopted GHG mitigation targets and are measuring and
reporting their GHG emissions. Indeed:

- 62% of SSDN members have adopted a GHG mitigation target for their city or county
operations;

- 40% of SSDN members have adopted a GHG mitigation target for their community;

- 73% of SSDN members are measuring and reporting GHG emissions for their city or
county operations; and

- 45% of SSDN members are measuring and reporting GHG emissions for their
community.

In order to deliver upon these goals, local governments are prioritizing numerous strategies,
including the following efforts:

- They promote energy efficiency within their communities including in residences,
multifamily buildings, and commercial spaces;

T A “community” goal is for the community as a whole and could include a jurisdiction’s residential,
transportation, and commercial sectors, etc. as defined by the local government.
2 |n any one year, Florida cities and counties represent between 40%-50% of SSDN’s membership
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- They install solar arrays where land and roof space allows and strive to implement
energy efficiency first in their own operations in order to reduce the upfront cost of
renewable energy implementation;

- They support programs that expand access to renewable energy, including community
solar offerings; and

- They work to support the adoption of electrified transport in their communities and in
their own fleets.

Despite these robust efforts, local governments are often constrained in how much they can do
to drive down their total GHG emissions footprint since they have little to no direct ability as
customers to choose the sources of energy that power Florida’s electricity grid. As such, cities
and counties have a keen interest in finding ways to systematically improve the overall
emissions performance of the grid’s generation portfolio.

SSDN members are aware of the fact that this issue is typically examined in other states
through a robust integrated resource planning process. In general a robust integrated resource
planning process is a useful tool for local governments and other stakeholders to engage with
their utility regulators and service providers to gain insights into the long-term plans for the
electricity system; understand the key environmental, social, reliability, cost, and risk factors that
shape decision-making; identify opportunities to achieve lower overall system costs; leverage
relevant partnership opportunities; and foster dialogue. While such a process does not currently
exist in Florida, SSDN and its members are interested in the TYSPs as a means to work
towards better generation planning decisions that reflect the energy preferences of Florida’'s
local communities.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments. | welcome the opportunity to share more
information with you including the results of our 2020 local government survey when it becomes
available later this fall, which will include data on additional local governments who have set
aggressive carbon reduction goals in the past 12 months.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at 423-416-0839 with any questions.
Respectfully,

Meg Jamison

Director

Southeast Sustainability Directors Network
meg@southeastsdn.org
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From: George Cavros [george@cavros-law.com]

Sent: Friday, July 24, 2020 4:53 PM

To: Doug Wright; Phillip Ellis

Cc: Maggie Shober

Subject: Southern Alliance for Clean Energy's TYSP written comments

Hi Doug and Phillip,

| have attached Southern Alliance for Clean Energy's written comments on the 2020
Ten Year Site Plans. Thank you for your assistance, and please feel free to contact me
with any questions.

Sincerely,
George Cavros

George Cavros, Esq.

120 E. Oakland Park Blvd., Suite 105
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33334
954/295-5714

E-MAIL CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this e-mail message and any attachments are intended solely for the
addressee(s) and contain attorney-client confidential, work product or other confidential and/or legally privileged information. If you
are not the intended recipient of this message or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please immediately alert the
sender by reply e-mail and then delete this message and any attachments. If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified
that any use, dissemination, distribution, copying, or storage of this message or any attachment is strictly prohibited.
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Southern Alliance for Clean Energy (SACE) is a regional non-profit clean energy
organization that advocates for moving the Southeast, including Florida to a lower
cost, lower risk clean energy future. SACE appreciates the opportunity to provide
these comments to assist the Commission in its evaluation the 2020 Ten Year Site
Plans (TYSP) filed by the state’s largest utilities.! The resource decisions that flow
from the proposed plans will have both environmental, health, and financial cost
and risk implications for Florida customers. The SACE comments are intended to
assist the Commission in evaluating the plans and additionally provide
recommendations on policy changes that can promote lower cost, lower risk, and
cleaner resource planning outcomes for the state’s customers.

1R. 25-22.071, FAC. (“All electric utilities in the State of Florida with existing generating capacity of
250 megawatt (mW) or greater shall prepare a ten-year site plan...“). In 2020, the utlities included
are Florida Power and Light and Gulf Power Company, Duke Energy Florida, Florida Munucipal
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Florida’s reliance on gas raises serious economic and climate concerns. These TYSPs
propose to either continue or expand utilities’ reliance on gas, and thus continue to
send billions of Floridan dollars outside the state every year. Florida utilities could
lower customer bills and invest those dollars in the local economy through
investments in clean energy resources like energy efficiency, solar, and storage.
These investments would also move Florida toward the emission reductions needed
to address the climate crisis, reduce environmental risks associated with gas
infrastructure, and reduce the risk that utilities will need to increase rates in the
future when gas assets become stranded assets and when utilities have to comply
with a future climate policy regime.

SACE provides information below to assist the Commission in analyzing the TYSPs,
and on policies that can be adopted through Commission practice, rule adoption, or
statutory change that include: 1) climate, cost, and risk dangers of continued
reliance on gas; 2) embracing the vast potential for energy savings through utility-
sponsored energy efficiency programs; 3) current and opportunities for expanded
solar development in Florida; 4) improvements to the utility planning process to
make it more robust and transparent; 5) all-source procurement as a tool to lower
electricity costs through competition; and 6) and the potential for reserve margin
sharing across Florida to help improve reliability and save customer dollars. These
recommendations are based on best practices and more than a decade of direct
experience as formal participant in more than a dozen IRP proceedings across the
Southeast.

I. Reliance on Gas: Costly, Risky, and Unfriendly to Climate

Florida utilities have decreased emissions in recent years by moving away from
coal. However, with an expansion of Florida’s already heavy reliance on gas the
state’s CO; emissions will remain flat for the next decade. Florida utilities have
presented plans to continue or expand reliance on gas in these TYSPs without
showing that these new and existing gas plants are a prudent way for utilities to
spend ratepayer dollars when the utilities haven’t invested energy efficiency to
lower customer bills and the costs of solar and storage continue to decline. In
addition to our concern that continuing reliance on gas will increase costs to
customers, it also opens up risks that may or may not have been fully considered
when utilities developed these TYSP, including risks stemming from a future climate
policy regime.

A. Florida Electric Emissions Flatline under Current TYSP

SACE found that, based on historical emissions and current utility plans, Florida is
not on a pathway to reach net zero carbon emissions during the 2040-2050
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timeframe. This goal is based on IPCC findings that indicate the electric power
sector can help avoid the worst impacts of the climate crisis by reaching net zero
global greenhouse gas emissions during that time. This goal exists among not only
the scientific community, but also among investor groups. In 2019, a group of
investors and pension funds sent a letter to the top 20 largest publicly-traded
electric generators in the United States asking for detailed plans to achieve carbon-
free electricity by 2050 at the latest. Several peer utility systems in the Southeast,
such as Duke Energy and Southern Company, have adopted this goal.

Figure 1. Florida Utilities not on track to Net Zero by 2040-2055
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—Pathway to Net Zero by 2055—Pathway to Net Zero by 2040

Source: Southern Alliance for Clean Energy analysis of Ten Year Site Plans (TYSP) from
2019 and 2020

Currently, Florida utilities have an average CO; emissions rate of about 1,000 lbs /
MWh. This is higher than the average for vertically-integrated utilities in the
Southeast, though there is considerable variation among Florida utilities. Three
Florida utilities were among those with the highest CO; emission rates in the
Southeast in 2018: Tampa Electric, Gulf Power, and Duke Energy Florida. FPL, in
contrast, had one of the lowest emission rates in the Southeast. Florida’s emissions
were relatively high during the last decade but are expected to converge with the
regional average during the 2020s. Recent emissions reductions have come from
fuel switching from coal to gas, but the state is unlikely to see significant reductions
in the future with an increasing reliance on gas. Beyond 2024, the carbon emission
rate of the Florida power sector is essentially flat.
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Gas generation makes up an outsized portion of the resource mix in Florida, making
it difficult to reach an average emissions rate lower than that of an average gas
plant. In Florida, the average gas plant emits approximately 861 lbs per MWh. Even
with additional solar capacity coming online in the future, the state emission rate is
expected to be approximately 750 lbs / MWh in 2035. Thus, the state of Florida has
likely already reached the point of diminishing returns on CO; reductions from
switching to gas.

Also notable is that a significant portion of historical emissions reductions have
been facilitated by out of state activity. For example, our analysis takes into account
that contracts with Plant Daniel have recently transferred ownership to Mississippi.
That may not be modeled in typical results that then would not reflect the drop in
emission from reduced out-of-state coal usage.

Further reductions in CO2 emissions cannot occur without two things happening:
the retirement of existing fossil (gas and coal) plants and replacing those plants with
zero emission resources like energy efficiency and solar. These TYSP currently
reflect the retirement of approximately 1,600 MW of coal and 1,800 MW of gas.
However, these plans indicate that there will still be coal used by 2030 and the
amount of gas capacity on the system will actually increase.

Gas capacity increases in two ways: building new power plants and upgrading
existing power plants. More than half of the new gas capacity are combined cycle
(CC) units planned to come online or be upgraded between 2020 and 2025. These
types of plants run at capacity factors from 60-80%, and thus will be responsible for
a large amount of emissions. The new CC units are Putnam that Seminole is bringing
online in 2022, Broward County that is bringing online in its territory in 2022, and a
unit at the Big Bend site that TECO is bringing online in 2023. These three new CC
plants are expected to emit over 6 million tons of CO; per year that they operate.?
Since the new CC plants have book lives of 30 years or more, that means that all
three will emit over 223 million tons of CO; if they are each run for their entire book
life. If these are built, and if the ultimate policy regime that emerges to address the
climate crisis follows the current science that tells us we need to get to zero annual
emissions by 2040-2055, these plants will become stranded assets that ratepayers
will continue to pay for without reaping any benefits.

Upgrades to CC plants contribute to CO2 emissions from the sector as well. For
example the upgrades to CC plants planned by NextEra in both the FPL and Gulf
territories are responsible for approximately a 2% overall increase in the CO:

2 CO2 emissions calculated assuming the capacity factors, heat rates, and book lives listed in each
TYSP’s schedule 9.
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emissions from NextEra utilities over the 2020-2030 timeframe. Additionally, when
a utility invests to upgrade a plant it commits to continuing to operate that plant for
an extended period of time to recoup that investment. Since upgrade projects do not
have to be included in the schedule 9 sections of TYSP we do not know the potential
financial impact of these upgrades.

New Combustion Turbine (CT) and Internal Combustion (IC) plants have an impact
on CO; emissions despite their lower capacity factors. For example, if NextEra
deployed energy efficiency, solar, and storage instead of the planned four CT units in
its TYSP for Gulf it could reduce NextEra’s overall emissions by approximately 1%.

B. Continued Gas is Costly and Risky

Energy efficiency is the lowest cost way to lower customer electric bills. As
described in the section on energy efficiency below, Florida utilities are leaving
customer savings on the table by failing to invest in this cost-effective resource.

Even with cost-effective energy efficiency employed, generation resources are still
needed to meet load growth and replace retiring generation. Despite solar
investments throughout most of these TYSPs, as indicated in the section on solar
below, there is still room for Florida utilities to replace proposed and existing gas
generation with solar and storage. NextEra stated in its own recent investor
presentation that “solar is expected to be the cheapest source of electric generation
other than wind after investment tax credit steps down.”3 And since the state does
not have much in the way of on-shore wind resources, it is clear that Florida utilities
can and should incorporate more of this low-cost, clean energy source into future
plans.

Since Florida does not have its own gas resource, all of the gas to generate most of
the state’s electricity must be imported. In recent years about 1/4 to 1/5 of all
revenue collected by utilities from electric customers has been spent on gas. Under
these TYSPs that trend is expected to continue, to the tune of utilities sending $4-6
billion of Floridan’s money out-of-state.

Continued investment in gas infrastructure not only has the potential to cost more
than investments in equivalent clean energy resources, it opens Floridians up to
future risks that could increase their electricity costs. There is likely to be some sort
of climate policy between today and 2030. An electric generation portfolio that is

3 NextEra Energy June 2020 Investor Presentation,
http://www.investor.nexteraenergy.com/~/media/Files/N/NEE-IR /news-and-events/events-and-
presentations/2020/6-2-2020/June%202020%20Investor%20Presentation%20vF.pdf.
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heavily dependent on gas will not be able to perform under a climate policy regime
in the same way it is performing now in the absence of climate policy. Florida
utilities are proposing new gas power plants with the assumption that these plants
will be able to run for at least 30 years. In all likelihood, Florida utilities will not be
able to use these plants as much (lower capacity factors) or as long (less than book
life), and Florida electric customers will have paid for infrastructure that is no
longer providing value. This is the issue of stranded asset risk associated with these
investments in new gas plants. It is unclear from the TYSPs whether Florida utilities
have considered this risk when developing these portfolios. Since so many propose
an expansion of reliance on gas in the future, it is likely that the utilities have not
fully considered the risk of gas plants becoming stranded assets in the future when
developing these plans.

These are not the only risks associated with an expanded reliance on gas for
generation. There are financial risks associated with the volatility of gas prices,
which would be driven up by any number of factors including the regulation of gas
fracking. There are environmental risks associated with the plants themselves but
also the pipelines that snake through Florida’s communities. These pipelines could
have dangerous leaks in the future or become the targets of terrorist activity,
putting Floridan lives at risk.

Combining the fasts that Florida’s reliance on gas has negative impacts on climate
and customer costs, and presents a riskier future, it is clear that Florida utilities
should focus on replacing gas with clean energy resources and abandon plans for
new gas infrastructure in the future. These risks and costs should be carefully and
transparently considered when Florida utilities develop TYSPs.

II. Vast Energy Efficiency Potential in Florida

Florida has vast potential for energy efficiency above and beyond the historical
goals that have been set, including those set in the most recent Florida Energy
Efficiency and Conservation Act (FEECA)* goal setting process. The goals set
ultimately serve as demand side management inputs to the utilities’ integrated
resource plan (IRP) process that forms the basis of the individual utility TYSP. In
fact, data show the state of Florida falls well below the regional average in energy
savings and trails far behind the nation as a whole.>

4 Sections 366.8-83, 403.591, Fla. Stat.
5 Florida’s 2018 energy savings as a percent of prior year retail sales was 0.16%, the Southeast

average was 0.31%, and the national average was 0.71%. Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Energy
Efficiency in the Southeast: 2019.
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Energy efficiency is well known as the least-cost energy resource. But, Florida’s use
of certain measure screening practices has led to anemic energy saving performance
by the state’s utilities relative to peer utilities. Florida is actually the only state to
use these measure screening methods, which diverge substantially from industry
standard practice and (predictably) eliminate nearly all of the most common and
cost-effective efficiency measures.

These outdated and restrictive screening practices not only undermine energy
efficiency as a tool to help customers cut energy waste and save money on bills, it
places these resource at a competitive disadvantage relative to other resource
choices in the utility’s IRP process. As a result, instead of investing in more robust
low-cost energy efficiency programs, Florida customers are being substantially
overcharged for use of more expensive power supplied by fossil fuel generation.

Figure 2. 2018 Energy Savings as a % of Prior Year Retail Sales
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0.80% 0.77%
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0.20% 0.12% 0.12% 0.16%
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Source: Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Energy Efficiency in the Southeast: 2019
Annual Report.

For decades, Florida’s utilities have sought to minimize energy efficiency through
regulatory processes for decades by using the Rate Impact Measure (RIM) test. The
RIM test is not a measure of utility system benefit, but rather a test focused on lost
revenue, therefore it creates a significant blind spot for decision making. The test
penalizes efficiency by treating energy savings as a cost to the utility rather than
counting it as a benefit to customers. RIM was never intended for use in comparing
efficiency measures against supply resources and cannot be effectively used for that
purpose. By contrast, other test, such as the Total Resource Cost Test and Utility
Cost Test were designed for such purposes and are better suited for resource
planning analysis.
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Beyond cost effectiveness, energy efficiency resource optimization must utilize a
reasonable projection of market demand for efficiency products. Unfortunately,
Florida is also the only state in the country to use an arbitrary 2-year payback
screen as a proxy for free ridership, rather than the empirically based evaluation,
measurement, and verification (EM&V) methods that are standard industry practice.

By using the RIM test and 2-year screen, numerous utilities proposed goals of zero
or near zero in the 2019 FEECA conservation goal setting process. While the
Commission ultimately rejected these proposals, the currently authorized goals are
still the product of RIM test and 2-year screening results from the previous FEECA
goal-setting cycle. As a direct result, nearly all of the most cost effective and
impactful efficiency measures have been eliminated from consideration prior to
development of the TYSPs. Now is the time, before the next FEECA goal setting
proceeding, for the Commission to reform decades old practices that restrict the
Commission’s ability to capture meaningful energy savings.

Figure 3. Energy Savings as a % of Prior Year Retail Sales for Duke Energy Utilities

1.00% Program Type

B Residential
0.80% Low-Income

B commercial & Industrial
0.60%

0.40%
0.20%
EguB
0.00% - m Il -
2015 2016 2017 2018 2015 2016 2017 2018 2015 2016 2017 2018

Duke Energy Progress Duke Energy Carolinas Duke Energy Florida

Source: Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Energy Efficiency in the Southeast: 2019
Annual Report.

While far from the lowest performing Florida utility, a comparison between Duke
Energy Florida and its sister companies in the Carolinas illustrate the effect of
Florida’s use of the RIM test and 2-year screen, as seen in Figure 3. In accordance
with local policy, Duke in the Carolinas uses the Total Resource Cost Test and the
Utility Cost Test along with well documented EM&V (rather than Florida’s 2-year
screen) to validate its savings performance and account for free ridership. In the
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Carolinas there are also policies whereby Duke is compensated with performance
incentives for delivering meaningful levels of energy savings to its customers. The
Florida Commission has the statutory authority to implement a similar utility
performance incentive policy, but thus far has not exercised its authority to do so.

Florida Power & Light saw even lower energy savings in 2018 than DEF. At 0.08% of
energy saved, FP&L’s annual efficiency savings level is a mere quarter of the
Southeast regional average (despite the fact that it’s the largest single utility in the
region) and less than one eight of the 0.71% national average.

Figure 4. Florida Power & Light Savings Metrics Compared to Regional Peers

UTILITY % SAVINGS | 2018 MWNh SAVED |~ ;51oMER BASE
(Home Equivalent)

ENTERGY ARKANSAS 1.22% 18,399 693,203
DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS 1.03% 60,062 2,215,198
DUKE ENERGY PROGRESS 0.89% 26,734 1,399,860
GEORGIA POWER 0.48% 30,680 2,204,911
REGIONAL AVERAGE 0.31% - -
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT 0.08% 6,057 4,391,832

Source: Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Energy Efficiency in the Southeast: 2019
Annual Report.

Best practice in utility resource planning allows energy efficiency and the full range
of demand side management resources to compete head-to-head with supply
resources on a consistent and integrated basis. For both energy (kWh) and capacity
(MW), this means selecting energy efficiency, demand response, and distributed
energy resources (DER) that are less expensive than existing power plants or utility
proposed supply resources. To optimize energy efficiency as a resource within an
overall utility resource portfolio, it must be treated as a selectable resource
unimpeded by arbitrary restrictions during resource optimization modeling, rather
than simply subtracted from load projections.

Energy efficiency should also be a key part of utility resource planning in Florida.
Regardless of FEECA goals, utilities should be able to utilize the cost-effectiveness of
this resource to meet its resource needs and thus offset the need to build generation
resources. There are numerous examples of utilities across the country modeling
energy efficiency as a resource in the IRP process. Doing the same in Florida has the
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potential for vast energy and financial savings, reducing emissions, creating local
jobs, and improving health.

II1. Expanded Solar Development is Available

According to these TYSP Florida utilities are planning future solar additions at a
level that mean Florida will soon have the most total solar capacity installed
compared to other Southeast states. However, according to utility plans across the
region, other states will remain ahead of Florida in terms of solar watts per
customer. SACE uses the watts per customer metric to be able to compare the
amount of solar across utilities and states of different sizes.

Florida utilities’ TYSPs represent a primary input to the proprietary database SACE
maintains. Our Solar in the Southeast annual report emphasizes a near-term, four-
year rolling time horizon.

NextEra plans to fully integrate Gulf Power with FPL after 2022. The two utilities
filed a joint TYSP this year. After receiving approval from the Florida PSC in March,
FPL has begun developing SolarTogether, the largest shared-solar program in the
country (1,490 MW over the next two years). The SolarTogether shared-solar
program is projected to eliminate one fossil gas combustion turbine that had been
planned for 2022-2023 and also results in the deferral of a combined-cycle fossil gas
unit from 2028 to 2029.6 After that, however, the joint TYSP reflects shifting the
solar focus from FPL territory to Gulf. The TYSP reflects no additional solar build-
out for FPL 2022-2024 while Gulf Power expands 1,341 MW during that timeframe.

This significantly decreases the cumulative CO; emissions expected from Gulf Power
over the 2020-2030 timeframe, but it also results in an increase in cumulative
emissions from FPL so that the overall impact on cumulative emissions of the two
NextEra utilities is small (3% reduction compared to the 2019 Ten Year Site Plans).

6 FPL, Rebuttal Testimony of Juan Enjamio, Docket No 20190061, September 23,2019, p. 7.
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Figure 5. Cumulative COz 2020-2030 by NextEra Utility and Ten Year Site Plan
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Source: Southern Alliance for Clean Energy analysis of Ten Year Site Plans (TYSP) from
2019 and 2020

SACE'’s compilation of utility plans, including the 2020 TYSPs, illustrate the state of
Florida as a whole will surpass all other Southeast states by 2021 in total MW of
solar installed. The results below represent forecast growth in both utility-scale
solar as well as distributed solar (which includes net metered solar installations).

Figure 6. Historical and Planned Solar for Select Southeast States
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Source: Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Solar in the Southeast Annual Report, June
23,2020.

However, since the state is more populous, it is expected to be at the regional
average in terms of solar watts per customer in 2023. This indicates both the
opportunity for additional solar ambition by Florida utilities and a need to embrace
that ambition if Florida intends to become one of the Southeast region leaders in
solar penetration.

Figure 7. Historical and Future Solar Watts per Customer from Utility Plans
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Source: Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Solar in the Southeast Annual Report, June
23,2020.

While the state as a whole is expected to see growth in solar, some individual
utilities are doing more while others are lagging behind. Gulf Power, Tampa Electric,
and Orlando are all planning significant increases in solar, to the point where they
are expected to have over 1 kW per customer in 2023.

Utilities that will still be lagging behind others in the state and region in 2023
include Lakeland and Seminole. These three have also announced solar expansions
for the next four years. Lakeland expects to add at least 50 MW of solar (along with
battery storage) as it retires the C.D. McIntosh coal plant. (This was announced after
the 2020 TYSP submission.) Seminole Electric replaced a smaller 2022 solar
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contract (40 MW) with a larger one (298 MW) for 2023. Relative to the number of
customers each of these utilities serve, the three remain well below the state and

regional average for solar ambition through 2023.

Gulf Power, Orlando, and even Seminole are expected to have eight times the solar
watts per customer in 2023 that they had in 2019. Duke Energy Florida reflects a
lower than average solar ambition for 2023 based on current plans but has recently
petitioned the Florida PSC for approval of a 750 MW Clean Energy Connections
shared-solar program that will accelerate its deployment of solar and increase the

four-year forecast solar ratio.

Figure 8. Historical and Planned Solar Watts per Customer for Select Florida Utilities

UTILITY 2019 m

GULF POWER 297
TAMPA ELECTRIC 428
ORLANDO (OUC) 141
GAINESVILLE (GRU) 292
STATE AVERAGE 220
SOUTHEAST AVERAGE 505
JACKSONVILLE (JEA) 112
DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA 155
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT 265
TALLAHASSEE 363
LAKELAND 139
SEMINOLE 34

POWERSOUTH 31

2,748
1,827
1,345
883
826
819
738
722
672
579
565
301
85

Source: Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Solar in the Southeast Annual Report, June

23,2020.

IV. Utility Future Planning should be Robust and Transparent

The Commission is charged with analyzing the plans and classifying them as

»n »nm

“suitable’” or “unsuitable

7§ 186.801(2), Fla. Stat.
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the Commission must consider a number of criteria, including the impact of the
TYSP projections on fuel diversity, the environmental impacts of proposed power
plants, and possible alternatives to the proposed plans.?

Yet, notably absent from the TYSPs are the alternatives to the proposed plans. The
evaluation of possible supply-side and demand-side alternatives is a critical part of a
utility’s internal integrated resource plan IRP process. While the IRP process is
generally described in the plans, much of the data, assumptions and scenarios used
by the utility in its IRP are not visible to stakeholders and the public. It is not clear
what alternatives plans, if any, the utilities have considered in developing the TYSPs.

The lack of alternative plans information creates are regulatory “blind spot” for the
Commission in evaluating a utility’s TYSP, and in taking a comprehensive look at
future resource decisions. Stakeholders are likewise limited in their access to long
term planning scenarios and alternatives analysis. Parties can obtain information on
the utilities internal IRP process through intervention and discovery in resource
planning dockets, such as the conservation goal-setting docket or a need
determination docket. Yet, this delayed access to the utility’s resource planning
process is less than optimal. A party’s challenge to a resource decision often places
the burden on the party to recreate the utilities internal analysis in order to
challenge it - after the resource decision has largely been made by the utility, and
awaiting approval by the Commission.

Moreover, the current Florida resource planning process has gaps that allow utility
resource decisions to effectively evade review. For instance, the utilities TYSPs
project over 1,000 MW of refueled fossil fuel steam generation and over 5,000 MW
of new fossil generation over the next ten years with no review for need. While the
prudency of these fossil fuel generation decisions may ultimately comprise part of a
larger base rate increase case, the issue can get lost given the myriad of issues
considered in a rate case proceeding. There can be a dearth of evidence produced
regarding the prudency of those investments - especially when the cases are
resolved through settlement which considers whether the stipulation as a whole is
in the public interest.? Clearly, there are opportunities to make the current planning
process more efficient, transparent and comprehensive.

A successful IRP process must be more transparent and include meaningful
stakeholder participation in the approval of the IRP. A more robust IRP process with
stakeholder and public participation can result in new ideas on how to address

8 Id.
9 See eg., Florida Public Service Commission, Order No. PSC-16-0560-AS-EI (December 15, 2016).
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future demand either through generation or demand side management; provide a
sense of what customers value, such as cleaner energy; and rankings of priorities,
such as environment, equity, cost and reliability. The Commission should adopt
rules to incorporate elements of IRP best practices.19 Where it cannot do so by rule
adoption, the Commission can advocate for statutory changes that provide for these
best practices.

V. All Source Procurement

All-source procurement means that whenever a utility believes it is time to acquire
new generation resources, it conducts a unified resource acquisition process. In that
process, the requirements for capacity or generation resources are neutral with
respect to the full range of potential resources or combination of resources available
in the market. 11

There is currently no required request for proposal (RFP) process for procuring
generation resources below 75 MW of steam generation or solar capacity,'? the
threshold for review under the Power Plant Siting Act, 13 - which includes a
determination of need for the additional resource.l* For a new electrical power
plant of 75 MW or greater, the utility initiates regulatory oversight when the unit is
identified as the utility’s next planned generating unit in a TYSP. Identification of the
next planned generating unit is important for a number of reasons, including the
practice of basing the avoided capacity rate in standard offer contracts on the next
unit.

The only requirement for a Florida utility to consider alternatives to the next
planned generating unit is the PSC’s rule requiring a RFP process for projects 75
MW or greater. According to that rule, “[t]he use of a Request for Proposals (RFP)
process is an appropriate means to ensure that a public utility’s selection of a
proposed generation addition is the most cost-effective alternative available.”1>
However, by benchmarking alternatives against the “price and non-price attributes

10 Rachel Wilson, Bruce Biewald, Best Practices in Electric Utility Integrated Resource Planning.
Regulatory Assistance Project, June 2013.

11 John D. Wilson, et. al, Making the Most of the Power Plant Market: Best Practices for All Source
Electric Generation Procurement, Energy Innovation and Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, April
2020.

12 There is the standard offer contract for renewable energy of 80 MW or less pursuant to the utility’s
PURPA obligation, but the structure of the contracts is not optimal for meaningful development. See
SACE solar comments [citation to SACE FL PSC solar comments 2015]

13 See also Section 403.503(14), Fla. Stat.

14 Section 403.519, Fla. Stat.

15 R. 25-22.082,F.A.C
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of its next planned generating unit,”1¢ the RFP rule effectively excludes any
requirement for the utility to consider alternative configurations of technology(ies)
that might be more cost-effective in the long-term.

Florida’s history of utilities selecting themselves as the winner of every RFP
suggests that meaningful competition can be discouraged by an ineffective
procurement process. All-source procurement helps eliminate potential biases
towards over-procurement, self-generation, and specific fuel-type generation. . As
indicated in Making the Most of the Power Plant Market: Best Practices for All Source
Electric Generation Procurement!” “there is a widespread perception that the Florida
RFP evaluation process does not generally offer an opportunity for meaningful
competition.” It is a responsibility of regulators to proactively address structural
bias and prevent improper self-dealing by utilities.

In establishing these Best Practices, the authors carefully considered the case studies
evaluated in the paper, and in particular the approach employed by Xcel Colorado,
to derive the following five recommendations.

Regulators should:

1. Use the resource planning process to determine the technology-
neutral procurement need.

2. Require utilities to conduct a competitive, all-source procurement
process, with robust bid evaluation.

3. Conduct advance review and approval of procurement assumptions
and terms.

4. Renew procedures to ensure that utility ownership of generation is
not at odds with competitive bidding.

5. Revisit rules for fairness, objectivity, and efficiency.

Xcel Colorado’s ERP (Electric Resource Plan) process shows when allowed to
compete, renewable energy resources displaced natural gas in head-to-head

matchups. The end result is cleaner utility portfolios and savings for customers.

VI. Reserve Margin Sharing

16 Id.
17 John D. Wilson, et. al, Making the Most of the Power Plant Market: Best Practices for All Source

Electric Generation Procurement, Energy Innovation and Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, April
2020.
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SACE analysis of twenty years of utility load data across the Southeast shows that
while utilities across the region often peak on the same day as similar neighboring
utilities, there are several time periods where utility peaks are not coincident,
opening up the possibility for utilities to share resources to meet peak loads.18 If
utilities can rely on neighbors to help meet reserve margin targets, it reduces the
need for utilities to build redundant resources and thus reduces costs that are
ultimately borne by customers.

SACE’s analysis of coincident peaks included utilities from across the Southeast, but
resulted in particularly interesting findings for Florida utilities. Five Florida utilities
often peak at different times than the rest of the region in both winter and summer
seasons: FPL, Orlando, Gainesville, FMPA, and Tampa Electric.

Figure 9. Hourly Coincidence Rate of Southeastern Utilities with the Regional Peak,

50%

Winter Coincidence

0%

1998-2016

| Peak demand often coincides @ PowerSouth

| Peak demand coincides with

with region in winter. Often @ santee Cooper ® TVA region in summer and winter.
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| Florida utilities have less opportunity to draw in power from the north. during winter peak periods.
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18 See full analysis in SACE’s Seasonal Electric Demand in the Southeastern United States report here:
https://cleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/Seasonal-Electric-Demand-in-SE-SACE-Final.pdf.
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Source: Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Seasonal Electric Demand in the
Southeastern United States, June 2020.

Southeast-wide summer peak events are often characterized by high peak demand
in Alabama, Tennessee, Georgia, and the Carolinas but milder demand in peninsular
Florida. During these peak times, Florida utilities are in a strong position to market
surplus power to peaking utilities in the region. While it is true that transmission
constraints limit the amount of power peninsular utilities can import during peak
events, when the rest of the Southeast is peaking this transmission infrastructure is
likely under-utilized and Florida utilities could supply excess power. Since these
events are most likely to occur in summer, they could be another driver for Florida
utilities to further invest in solar. However, the current Ten Year Site Plans do not
indicate that Florida utilities are considering this option.

VIL Conclusion

Florida’s reliance on natural gas is not only a concern from a climate perspective,
but an economic perspective as well. Florida imports its gas from outside the state,
sending billions of dollars outside the state every year. Expansion of gas
infrastructure, including upgrading existing power plants, exposes Florida utilities
to serious risk of future stranded assets. With investments in energy efficiency and
solar, Florida utilities could simultaneously lower customer bills and boost a local
energy economy that would drive jobs and economic development all across the
state.

It is reasonable to expect some sort of climate policy regime to emerge over the next
decade. It is important that the Commission, stakeholders, and ratepayers
understand how Florida utilities’ plans for the future would perform under a
potential future climate policy. Would such a policy result in higher electric bills for
customers or are utility plans robust enough to meet that challenge without raising
rates? Considering how off-track current plans are from where the science tells us
we need to be to address the climate crisis, these plans are not in the best interest of
Floridians.

The state and its customers can benefit from a more robust, transparent and
participatory IRP process. Florida utilities could save customers money, improve
health in the state, and reduce emissions if resources requirements for capacity or
generation resources are neutral with respect to the full range of potential
resources or combination of resources available in the market. The state should
continue to encourage ramping up of solar development that is eliminating or
deferring future fossil plants, and reform outdated FEECA practices that restrict
energy savings so that the Commission can tap into the enormous potential for
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energy efficiency — while also helping the state reduce its emission profile. Sharing
of reserve margins can bring added cost savings to Florida families and businesses.
We encourage the Commission to pursue these policies because they would result in
more clean energy resources, fewer new fossil infrastructure investments, and
improvements to customer rates, bills, and health.

19

-102-



Other Organization

Vote Solar

-103-



(This page intentionally left blank)

_104-



From: Katie Chiles Ottenweller [katie@votesolar.org]

Sent: Friday, July 24, 2020 6:01 PM

To: Doug Wright

Cc: Phillip Ellis; Mark Futrell; Records Clerk

Subject: Vote Solar comments on electric utilities' 2020 10-year site plans

Dear Mr. Wright:
Please see attached Vote Solar's comments on Florida electric utilities' 2020 10-year site plans.

One of our attachments is a summary document which I am planning to supplement with the full
report early next week, if that's alright.

I hope you have a wonderful and safe weekend.

Best,
Katie

Katie Chiles Ottenweller | Southeast Director

katie@votesolar.org | 706.224.8017

Vote Solar
Atlanta, Georgia

votesolar.org
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VOTE SOLAR

July 24, 2020

Mr. Doug Wright

Engineering Specialist

Florida Public Service Commission
Capital Circle Office Center

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850
Email: dwright@psc.state.fl.us

Dear Chairman Clark and Commissioners:

Vote Solar respectfully offers these comments concerning Florida utilities’ 2020 10-year
site plans, in order to support the Commission’s oversight role and encourage an electric system
that is affordable, reliable, secure and clean.

Since 1974, certain electric utilities under Florida law have been required to submit to the
Commission a 10-year site plan estimating their power-generating needs and the location of any
proposed power plants. See Section 186.801, F.S.! The Commission is charged with conducting a
preliminary review of each plan, classifying each as suitable or unsuitable, and may suggest
alternatives to the plan. /d.

Florida law states that the Commission “shall review” the following elements of each
plan: the need for electrical power; the effect on fuel diversity within the state; the environmental
impact of each power plant site; possible alternatives to the proposed plan; the views of other
relevant agencies; the extent to which the plan is consistent with the state comprehensive plan;
state data on energy availability and consumption; the amount of renewable energy resources the
utility produces or purchases; the amount of renewable energy resources the utility plans to

! Utilities are only required to submit TYSPs if (1) their generating capacity is greater than 250 MW or they
are planning to construct a 75 MW or greater new generating facility at least 3 years prior. In 2019, 11 out of
Florida’s 58 utilities submitted TYSPs, which constituted about 98% of total retail sales in the state.
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produce or purchase over the 10-year planning horizon and the means by which the production
or purchases will be achieved; and how the production and purchase of renewable energy
resources impact the utility's present and future capacity and energy needs. Fla. Stat. Ann. §
186.801. Under Florida law, 10-year site plans are “tentative information for planning purposes
only and may be amended at any time” by utilities. /d. As permitted by statute, the Commission
has implemented regulations concerning the 10-year site plans. See Fla. Stat. Ann. § 186.801;
Rule 25-22.070, F.A.C.

As Vote Solar reviewed utilities’ 2020 plans, we saw significant diversity among the
plans with respect to their transparency, incorporation of sound planning principles, clean energy
commitments and preparedness to adapt to climate risk. For that reason, we have developed
report cards for each utility, which are attached for your review. During this analysis, several
important cross-cutting themes also emerged among many of the utilities’ plans. Below, we
present these themes as “Six Questions the Commission Should Ask” as it reviews the 2020
plans. We hope that this framework assists the Commission and its staff in its important
oversight role.

“Six Questions the Commission Should Ask as it Reviews TYSPs”

1. How do utilities plan to address gas over-dependence?

Florida’s share of natural gas generation places it among the top four states in the
country, and its 70% reliance on gas is double the national average. The end result is that each
year, some $5 billion dollars leave Florida’s economy to pay for fuel (accounting for about $1
out of every $4 spent by Floridians on electric bills). Florida’s utilities plan to expand their
reliance on gas generating plants even more over the next decade, potentially putting Florida
consumers on the hook for fuel price shock as well as stranded asset risk as lower-risk
alternatives like solar power threaten to make today’s gas investments obsolete. Vote Solar
recently released a report on these issues entitled The Costs and Risks of Florida’s Dependence
on Natural Gas, which we have attached for your convenience.

The Legislature, in requiring 10-year site plans to be filed, stated that the Commission

“shall review” each plan’s effect on fuel diversity within the state. See Fla. Stat. Ann. § 186.801.
Under this authority, we encourage the Commission to question utilities’ over-reliance on gas.
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Florida’s Total Electricity Generation Mix Since 1990, by Fuel

1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 20t

H Coal M Natural Gas M Petroleum M Nuclear Wind
Solar Thermal & Photovoltaic M Hydroelectric Conventional All Other

Source: Vote Solar analysis of 2019 U.S. Energy Information Administration Data

Since 1990, the vast majority of all installed capacity - over 33 GW - has been in gas plants; and
Florida utilities plan to add several gigawatts of gas generation in this decade. Below are just a
few troubling elements of utilities’ 2020 filings:

- FPL: Planning 600 MW of combined cycle gas plant upgrades

=> Gulf Power: Planning 938 MW of new combustion turbines

=> Duke Energy: total energy from gas to increase from 64.9% to 77.3% by 2029; also
planning to build 492 MW of new combustion turbines

=> Tampa Electric: total energy from gas to increase to 84.6% by 2029

- FMPA: total energy from gas to increase from 75.6% to 81.2% by 2029

Over this decade, FPL projects the cost of natural gas will almost double, increasing by
75% from $2.42/MMBtu in 2020 to $4.25 in 2029. If gas prices do double, Floridians could see
their electric bills increase by $360/year. In contrast, Jim Robo, CEO of NextEra Energy, has
described solar as being “very, very competitive” compared to gas-fired generation, and notes “a
significant opportunity in almost every part of the country where batteries are now more
economic than gas-fired peakers, even at today’s natural-gas prices.” We strongly believe that
utilities should not have more than 50% of their energy mix coming from gas, consistent
with national averages, and should not be continuing to invest in new gas capacity once

2 See FPL responses to 2020 TYSP discovery requests, FPSC Docket 2020-0000.
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they hit that limit. Florida’s regulators should carefully weigh both fuel price and stranded asset
risks in assessing the prudence of continued investments of ratepayer funds in gas.

2. When and how will proposed new investments be reviewed?

Adding to the riskiness of utilities’ planned gas investments is the question of when these
investments of ratepayer dollars will actually be reviewed by the Commission. Vote Solar found
that the majority of Florida utilities’ proposed new capacity over the next decade will be
constructed prior to any cost-effectiveness review by the Commission.

The unfortunate result is that many investments may fall into a “too early / too late”
vortex. At the 10-year site plan stage, utilities can claim that new capacity is tentative and that
more robust review of potential alternatives will happen later. However, the reality is that many
of these gas plant costs are not subject to the Power Plant Siting Act, and therefore would be
allowed to move forward with construction prior to any other review. These unreviewed costs
include: coal to gas unit conversions; combined cycle upgrades; and any new combustion
turbines. Only at the time of a future rate case would utilities be required to demonstrate the
prudency of those investments, at which point ratepayer funds would already have been spent.

FPL: Almost 800 MW of combined cycle upgrades
-> Estimated capital cost: $781 million.?

Gulf Power: 938 MW of new combustion turbines
-> Estimated capital cost: $450 million*

Duke Energy: 492 MW of new combustion turbines
-> Estimated capital cost: $400 million’

In this situation, extra scrutiny is clearly warranted at the 10-year site planning stage for
any proposed investments that aren’t subject to pre-construction review. Utilities should be
required to articulate why these investments were selected; how they compare to other
alternatives like solar paired with battery storage; what the cost to ratepayers will be; and the
capacity and fuel cost assumptions being used.

3 Based on cost estimates from NREL Annual Technology Baseline 2020.
4 Based on Gulf reported capital costs.
3> Based on cost estimates from NREL Annual Technology Baseline 2020.
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3. How can Florida modernize its resource planning review?

There are actions that the Commission can take this year within its existing statutory
authority to modernize its review process concerning Florida utilities’ plans. The Commission
can begin by formalizing the 10-year site plan review process and shoring up opportunities for
public and stakeholder engagement. See Section 186.801(2), F.S. (the commission may adopt
rules governing the method of submitting, processing, and studying the 10-year plans). We
recommend that the Commission strengthen the 10-year site plan process by making 10-year site
plans part of a docketed proceeding, similar to FEECA dockets; providing a clear opportunity
and timeline for public comments; requiring utilities to file sworn testimony associated with their
plans; allowing for intervention, discovery and the filing of non-utility expert testimony; and
subjecting utilities’ plans to cross-examination.

We also urge the Commission to require utilities to file both preferred plans and
alternatives for the Commission to review, beginning in 2021, with clear price per GWh
comparisons for each plan. See Section 186.801(2)(d), F.S. (the Commission “shall review...
[p]ossible alternatives to the proposed plan”). These improvements will better ensure that the
Commission has the information it needs to meaningfully regulate the utilities’ resource
decisions to meet the public interest.

In terms of the Commission’s substantive review, we encourage the Commission to
exercise the following legislatively granted authority:

e Making comments and recommendations to utilities concerning their plans (see Section
186.801(2), F.S. (states PSC may “suggest alternatives”); Fla. Admin. Code Ann. r. 25-
22.071(4) (the Commission “will report its findings, along with any comments or
recommendations”). These recommendations can be directed to utilities’ current or future
plan filings.

e Rejecting unsuitable plans and sending plans back for additional data to be provided
(Section 186.801(2), F.S. (“the commission shall make a preliminary study of such plan
and classify it as “suitable” or “unsuitable.”); Fla. Admin. Code Ann. r. 25-22.071(5)
(unsuitable plans can later be deemed suitable with additional data).

Florida should also consider beginning a holistic review of its electric planning process,
which does not appear to have undergone substantive review since the 1970s. Some best
practices for resource planning may require legislative reforms in order to implement. Such
improvements include, but are not limited to: increasing the 10-year time period to 15 or 20
years, in keeping with many other states; making plans binding and subject to both review and
amendment by regulators; and requiring utilities to conduct full integrated resource planning
with transparency around least cost, least risk plans and alternatives. Without a binding, long
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term planning process with thorough vetting, the Commission’s ability to regulate the utilities in
the public interest will be hamstrung.

Such a holistic review would provide an opportunity to rethink system needs in a future
likely dominated by renewable energy, new technology, and engaged consumers.® Battery
storage, EV charging demand, demand response, rooftop and utility scale solar threaten to
rapidly overtake traditional supply, but traditional planning approaches are ill-equipped to
evaluate this new reality. Planning needs to be responsive to new reliability and flexibility needs;
policy goals; new technology; customer preferences and sustainability goals; electrification; and
the proliferation of distributed energy resources. /d. For example, electrification may DOUBLE
total demand by 2050; planning processes must consider the impact of this new load on electric
utilities and their customers. Similarly, instead of assuming that gas is the best option to replace
retiring coal plants, modern planning should allow for portfolios of clean energy resources (solar,
bulk storage and controllable demand) that, when combined, can offer the same energy,
flexibility and capacity needs at less cost than gas. /d. The best way to ensure fair access for all
resources to compete is to require all-source, competitive procurements for all new capacity
investments, thus inviting innovation into utility plans to maximize savings for consumers.

Going forward, we encourage a conversation about how Florida can ensure it is well
situated for next generation energy resource planning. We have provided a list of resources in an
appendix that we hope will prove helpful to this end.

4. How does Florida stack up on clean energy investments?

According to the U.S. Energy Information Administration, solar is now the cheapest
generating resource available to Florida utilities, but many utilities continue to treat it as a niche
energy source. While solar energy is increasing across Florida over the next decade, the state has
a lot of catching up to do, and a whole lot of runway to do it.

Today, Florida utilities have less solar (in terms of watts per customer) than peer
Southeast utilities Duke Energy Progress, Dominion Energy SC, Duke Energy Carolinas and
Georgia Power. FPL and Duke Energy Florida still fall below the Southeast average in terms of
solar per customer.” For comparison, Duke Energy Progress in the Carolinas has 1,755 solar
watts per customer; FPL has 265 and Duke Energy Florida only has 155. As an upside, it means
that utilities like Duke Power have demonstrated an ability to integrate and harness over

® The Brattle Group, The Next Generation of Energy Resource Planning: Rethinking System Needs in a Future
Dominated by Renewables, New Tech, and Engaged Customers (2019), available at
https://brattlefiles.blob.core.windows.net/files/16833 the next generation_of energy resource planning.pdf.
" Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Solar in the Southeast Annual Report (2020), available at
https://cleanenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/Solar-in-the-Southeast-Report-2020.pdf.
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ten times as much solar energy in the Carolinas as they have in Florida -- creating valuable
lessons learned that will allow for smooth integration of renewables in our state.

As a benchmark, we believe that each utility should be aggressively moving towards at
least 30% renewable energy by 2030. FPL, which plans for the highest percentage of
renewable energy among Florida utilities in 2029 (16%), is only at about half of that goal. Peer
utilities across the country, from Xcel and NIPSCO in the Midwest to PG&E in California, are
voluntarily planning for renewable energy as a reliable and economic energy resource. States
such as California, Hawaii, North Carolina and Arizona have navigated the integration of clean
energy to date at significantly higher solar penetrations than Florida, and have demonstrated the
predictable value that these resources add to the grid. These path-breaking states should give
Florida regulators peace of mind that our state can confidently invest in significant amounts of
renewable energy over the next decade -- much more than utilities are currently planning for.

Solar as a percent of total energy mix,

Lakeland Florida utilities vs. national peers
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Vote Solar also believes that how renewable energy is procured for customers matters,
and the Florida legislature agrees. As part of their 10-year site plan filings, the Legislature
requires utilities to provide information about how renewable energy is going to be procured (a
requirement that it did not specify for traditional generating resources). See Section
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186.801(2)(1), F.S. (the Commission “shall review...[t]he amount of renewable energy resources
the utility plans to produce or purchase over the 10-year planning horizon and the means by
which the production or purchases will be achieved.”) (emphasis added).

Markets work -- and Florida utilities should be aggressively relying on market options to
procure more affordable power, instead of solely relying on self-built capacity. Third-party
developed and owned projects have shown themselves to be the most cost effective option for
customers time again in competitive solicitations across the Southeast, including in nearby
Georgia.® We encourage the Commission to question utilities’ plans when they exclude
consideration of market alternatives. Utilities’ financial incentives should be aligned with
customer value to maximize system benefits when renewables are being added to the grid.

5. Are Florida utilities preparing for a carbon-constrained world?

There is broad consensus among market analysts and large, sophisticated utilities that
carbon regulation is a matter of when, not if. Building a future carbon price into planning
protects customers from this eventuality, helping ensure that utilities are projecting reasonable
future costs on carbon-heavy generation. Some Florida utilities (including FPL and Duke)
incorporate a future carbon cost into their planning, but most of the municipal utilities do not,
which likely biases their planning in favor of carbon-heavy resources. Florida regulators should
scrutinize the impact of these flawed assumptions on municipal utilities’ plans.

A good utility helps empower its customers so they can meet their clean energy goals and
keep energy bills stable. Many Fortune 500 companies have established carbon reduction goals
based on market trends and evolving investor expectations, and these corporations are looking to
grow in states where clean energy options are readily available. Nearly 200 global corporations
have committed to 100% renewable energy, including household names like Google, Ikea,
Apple, Bank of America, Coca Cola, ebay, Facebook, GM, Microsoft, Target, and Walmart.’

Florida’s forward-looking utilities are seriously exploring battery storage and clean
energy options for customers, but Florida’s smaller utilities are generally overlooking these “next
gen” technology opportunities. We specifically commend utilities like FPL, OUC and Duke
Energy Florida that are offering both robust rooftop net metering programs, while
simultaneously creating solar subscription programs that expand access to solar power for those
customers who are unable to go solar on their homes or businesses. These options make Florida a
more attractive place to live and do business.

8 See, e. g., https://dailyenergyinsider.com/news/11265-georgia-power-awards-power-purchase-agreements-
three-solar-projects/.
? https://www.there100.org/companies.
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To date, the cost evaluation of energy storage has generally lacked sophistication (e.g., by
not fully considering all sub-hourly capacity and ancillary services benefits) and failed to keep
up with rapidly falling energy storage costs.!° In March of 2019, FPL announced its plan to
build the world’s largest solar-powered battery in Manatee County, replacing two natural gas
units and saving customers more than $100 million dollars.!' Now that battery storage has been
demonstrated to be cost effective in Florida, the Commission should question gas investments
that are made by utilities whose planning lacks sophistication when it comes to analyzing storage
-- their plans likely ignore cheaper, carbon-neutral capacity options that are now up for the
taking.

Shifting in the wrong direction, some Florida utilities are actually increasing coal energy
over the next decade -- a trend that is sharply at odds with the rest of the country.!? JEA, GRU
and Lakeland all anticipate significant increases in coal energy usage in the 2020s, a decision
that they do not justify based on cost in their plans.

Planned Coal Reductions and Additions, 2019-
2029

% of Total Energy Mix
= DN W
QO VDo bl o bl o U
RRRIRER RS

mCoalin 2028 wmPlanned Reductionfrom 2019 m Planned Additionsfrom 2018

Vote Solar believes that utilities should be phasing out coal to less than 5% by 2030, in
line with FPL and Tampa Electric’s plans. Any increase in coal is extremely concerning given
the market dynamics, not to mention the carbon and public health impacts of coal. We believe
that a utility’s decision to increase coal energy warrants rejection of these utilities’ plans, and at

10 https://energystorage.pnnl.gov/pdf/PNNL-28627.pdf

T http://newsroom. fpl.com/2019-03-28-FPL-announces-plan-to-build-the-worlds-largest-solar-powered-
battery-and-drive-accelerated-retirement-of-fossil-fuel-generation

12 https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/steo/report/coal.php.
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the very least, we encourage the Florida Commission to question these utilities concerning how
these plans can possibly be least cost compared to alternatives.

6. Are utilities protecting Florida’s most vulnerable ratepayers?

The cheapest kilowatt-hour is the one that never gets used. Quite simply, that makes
energy efficiency the cheapest energy source available to Florida’s electric utilities. But
according to the American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy (ACEEE), many Florida
utilities rank far below their peers in terms of energy efficiency investments. The 2020 ACEEE
Utility Energy Efficiency Scorecard reviews the efficiency investments of 52 utilities across the
country. Of that list, TECO, Duke Energy Florida and FPL all rank in the bottom 8§ utilities, with
TECO at #46, DEF at #48 and FPL at #51 (ahead of only one utility - Alabama Power)."* This
lack of investment is also tied to Floridians having higher than average electricity bills than the
national average.'*

Energy efficiency investments matter now more than ever, as many Floridians are
struggling to pay their electric bills due to the economic fallout from COVID. Consumer
protection needs to be top priority right now during the coronavirus pandemic. Energy efficiency
should be utilities’ first investment before adding additional generation capacity, and utilities
should be targeting a minimum of 1% of annual energy savings. Vote Solar also believes that
utilities should be mobilizing energy saving programs to provide extra bill support and stability
to customers who are in arrears on bills, in addition to halting all shut-offs through the end of
hurricane season. We strongly support emergency bill relief programs for customers who are in
arrears during this time, which should rely on a combination of arrearage management, bill
forgiveness incentives for consistent repayment, and targeted efficiency programs.

We appreciate the Commission’s attention to these important issues, and hope that these
comments aid the Commission in its review of Florida utilities’ long-term plans.

Sincerely,

B

Katie Chiles Ottenweller
Southeast Director
Vote Solar

Odette Mucha

13 https://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/u2004%20rev_0.pdf
14 https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=34932
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Regulatory Director, Southeast
Vote Solar

Tyler Fitch

Regulatory Manager, Southeast
Vote Solar

Attachments:
A: Utility Best Practice Planning Resource List
B: Vote Solar Report: The Costs and Risks of Florida’s Dependence on Natural Gas

C: Summary of Vote Solar’s 2020 Florida Utility Report Cards (longer report forthcoming)
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Electric Utility Best Practice Planning Resource List

Brattle Group (2019), The Next Generation of Energy Resource Planning

RAP & Synapse (2013), Best Practices in Integrated Resource Planning

LBNL (2016), The Future of Electricity Resource Planning

NARUC electricity planning task force library of resources here
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How Do Florida’s
Utilities Stack Up?

Report Cards for 10 of Florida’s Largest Utility Providers
Based on Each Utilities’ 2020 10-Year Site Plans

VOTE SOLAR

Each year, Florida’s biggest electric utilities file a report to the Florida Public Service Commission (PSC)
outlining their plans for the next ten years. The plans, called the “10-Year Site Plans,” outline how each
utility plans to meet its forecasted energy demand over the next decade.

In most states, similar regulatory filings include a cost analysis of each decision, requiring utilities to justify
their investments and follow a “least cost” path. Alternatives to expensive new power generation assets
are considered, including energy efficiency and demand side management. And robust stakeholder input
is considered. In Florida, utilities do not provide any cost or benefit analysis for new power plants. While
the plans provide the public some visibility into their utility forecasts, the process does not consider
stakeholder input, nor make it easy for Floridians to understand why utilities are making their decisions

or how alternatives would fare. Vote Solar combed through hundreds of pages of 10-Year Site Plans to
highlight key takeaways.

What Does the Future Hold?

At 70%, Florida’s reliance on gas is among the very highest in the country today and twice the national
average. Unfortunately, the plans filed by the state’s largest utility providers show that we are poised
to continue that reliance into the next decade. This pattern creates risks for the state and a missed
opportunity for local economic development. Because Florida does not produce its own natural gas,
it is required to purchase it from out-of-state sources. As a result, $1 out of every $4 spent by Floridians
for electricity is shipped out of state to pay for gas imports.

Trends in Florida

Key trends across the Florida utilities include an over-reliance on natural gas and investment in solar
over only the next few years. They generally show a lack of leadership on energy storage, electric
vehicles, and energy efficiency, with some of the worst efficiency performance in the nation. While

many of the utilities have wisely turned away from coal, others have not, with some planning to invest

in even more coal, despite climate concerns and all market signs pointing to cheaper and less risky
alternatives. Utilities that had investments in non-solar renewables, including hydropower, wind, biomass,
etc. are turning away from these resources. It’s a mixed bag on market competition, with some utilities
taking advantage of competitive bidding to find the lowest cost generation options, while others reject
competition out right.

VOTE SOLAR How Do Florida’s Utilities Stack Up?



Vote Solar combed through hundreds of pages of 10-Year Site Plans to highlight key takeaways. We’ve

given each utility an overall letter grade of A - F, evaluating their plans in the following eight categories:

1. Commitment to renewable energy and carbon pollution reduction - Stated carbon reduction goals tar
get at least a 30% reduction by 2030 (consistent with the goals of Duke, Southern Company and FPL
parent companies), and move aggressively towards at least 30% renewable energy by 2030.

2. Independence from fossil gas - No more than 50% of energy mix from gas, for fuel diversity and mitigated
fuel cost and supply risks. Over 50% gas, cease capital investments in new gas capacity and instead
opt for cleaner, less risky sources.

3. Freedom from uneconomic coal - Phase out coal to less than 5% by 2030. Any increase in coal is
extremely concerning given the market dynamics and climate and public health impacts.

4, Consumer protection and affordability - Energy efficiency is the cheapest resource and should be the
first investment before adding new generation capacity, with a minimum of 1%-2% energy savings.
Give top priority to consumer protection during the coronavirus pandemic. Halt all shut-offs for
non-payment through the end of hurricane season, waive fees, and forgive arrearages.

5. Cost reduction through market competition - Markets work. Use market options to procure the most
affordable power, instead of relying on self-built capacity.

6. Customer choice and demand side options - Empower customers so they can meet their clean energy
goals and keep energy bills stable.

7. Investment in resilient energy storage - Resilient energy storage is vital to achieving high penetrations of
solar on the grid. Gain knowledge around the value energy storage brings to customers and the grid.

8. Electric vehicle prometion - Electric vehicles not only support the decarbonization of the economy but
also are a natural area for increased electricity use. Prepare for the proliferation of EVs and support
an efficient and competitive build out of charging infrastructure.

The grades are listed below with additional information on each utility in the following pages.

Utility Provider @ LGCAELCENELY

Tampa Electric Company (TECO) Less coal, but not enough fuel diversity

Florida Power & Light (FPL) B Leading on solar, but still heavy on gas

Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC) B- Well done, but time for aging coal plants to retire
Duke Energy B- Making progress, but still too much gas

City of Tallahassee Utilities C Capital city could improve. The most reliant on gas
Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU) C- Going the wrong direction: Come on Gators!
Seminole Electric Cooperative D+  Should do better for Florida’s co-ops

Florida Municipal Power Authority (FMPA) D+ Not living up to potential to lead municipal utilities
JEA D Customers beware

Lakeland Electric F Doubling coal — 19th century style

VOTE SOLAR How Do Florida’s Utilities Stack Up?




The following charts show where each of Florida’s 10 largest utility providers are in terms of gas, solar,

and coal for electricity generation today and where they plan to be in 2029.

Florida Gas Dependence
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The clear result from these plans is that Florida is not nearly diversified enough when it comes to electricity
generation. We invest far too much in volatile natural gas and not nearly enough in cost-effective solar.
Moreover, while most utilities are moving drastically away from coal, a few increase their reliance on it.
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When it comes to energy independence, Florida
continues to move backwards, heading in the
opposite direction from most of the country. For
the past three decades, the so-called Sunshine
State has embraced not solar but natural gas

as the resource of choice for generating electric
power. Instead of fully embracing lowest cost solar

For every FOUR DOLLARS that
Floridians pay their electric companies,

investments, Florida currently plans to expand
that gas generation capacity even more over
the next decade. The end result is that Florida is
increasingly reliant on a volatile fuel source that
must be imported, increasing risks and raising
costs for every Florida ratepayer.

at least ONE of those dollars
IMMEDIATELY LEAVES FLORIDA to
pay for out-of-state gas. Every year, those
fuel payments add up to $5 billion
leaving the state’s economy.

Florida's reliance on gas is among the very highest
in the country today, and new information and
filings show that its utilities are poised to continue
that reliance into the next decade. This pattern
creates risks for the state and a missed opportunity
for local economic development. Because Florida
does not produce its own natural gas, it is required
to purchase it from out-of-state sources. As a result,
$1 out of every $4 spent by Floridians for electricity
is shipped out of state to pay for gas imports.

> Florida’s share of gas generation is among the
top four in the country, and its 70% reliance
on gas is double the national average.

> Since 1990, the vast majority of all installed
capacity in Florida has been in gas plants.

> Each year, some $5 billion leave the Florida
economy to pay for fuel.

> If natural gas prices increase in the future,
Floridians will disproportionately bear the
financial burden because of the state’s
heavy reliance on that fuel source.

> Florida captured only one-twentieth of
its energy efficiency potential in 2017

$1 out of every $4

Florida long resisted the most obvious energy
source associated with the state — solar power.
Clean and more affordable alternatives to gas,
such as solar, are in the marketplace today. These
low-risk alternatives are threatening to make
today’s natural gas investments obsolete, saddling
consumers with burdensome and unnecessary
costs. Now is the time for leadership to secure a
more affordable energy future for Florida.



FLORIDA’S |
DEPENDENCE ON
GAS COMPARE
TO THE REST OF
THE COUNTRY?

New natural gas pipelines being
installed in Gilchrist County.

Florida’'s gas share is much larger than its peers Florida’s share of gas generation is among the

in the Southeast. Fully 70% of Florida’s electricity top four in the country, just behind Rhode Island,
comes from burning gas, all of which must be Delaware, and Mississippi. Yet as participants in
piped in from out of state. Florida also stands larger energy markets, Rhode Island and Delaware
out across the United States, which on average have access to a broader energy mix than what
generates about 35% of its electricity from gas they generate solely in-state, and as a result their
and has no single source of energy providing a overall supply of electricity comes from a mix that
majority of electricity. is less reliant on gas.

Southeast States — Gas as a Share of Electricity Generation, 2018
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Source: Vote Solar analysis of 2019 U.S. Energy Information Administration Data



While Florida’s reliance on coal and petroleum gas resources that now risk being priced out

as fuel sources for electricity generation has by emerging clean energy. Florida’s reliance on
significantly declined over the past several natural gas is a relatively new phenomenon; just
decades, those increasingly obsolete fuel over a decade ago, the state derived less than
sources have been replaced with volatile natural half of its electricity from gas.

Florida’s Total Electricity Generation Mix Since 1990, by Fuel

1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018

H Coal B Natural Gas B Petroleum M Nuclear Wind
Solar Thermal & Photovoltaic B Hydroelectric Conventional All Other

Source: Vote Solar analysis of 2019 U.S. Energy Information Administration Data

As shown in the pie charts below, while gas-fired more drastic. The state now relies heavily on gas
generation plays a substantial role in electricity for electricity generation to serve its nearly 22
generation across the country, Florida’s use is million residents.
Share of Generation, Share of Generation,
U.S. Total, 2018 FL, 2018

H Coal
B Natural Gas
B Petroleum
M Nuclear \
Wind
Solar Thermal
& Photovoltaic
/ H Hydroelectric
Conventional

All Other

Source: Vote Solar analysis of 2019 U.S. Energy Information Administration Data
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HOW DID WE
GET HERE?

Each year, Florida’s major utilities file proposals

for meeting electricity needs over the next decade.
These plans are evaluated by the Florida Public
Service Commission (PSC), after which the PSC
makes a determination as to whether each plan is
suitable or unsuitable? However, these plans may
be amended at any time by utilities. Further, many
natural gas investments — such as building a new
gas combustion turbine — do not require advanced
approval by the PSC prior to construction under

Big Bend Power Plant along the Manatee
Viewing Center canal in Apollo Beach.

Florida law. This dynamic gives utilities significant
latitude over resource decisions.

Using this opaque process, Florida utilities
have propelled Florida into this high-gas energy
mix through a decade of overspending on gas
generation. Since 1990, the vast majority of all
installed capacity — over 33 GW of capacity —
has been in gas plants.

State of Florida — Electric Utility Installed Capacity, by Decade

= 25,000

o 20,886

3 20,000

(3)

o ~ 15000

€=

=

a 10,000

ie]

2 5,000

©

*g, 141 216

- Pre-1960s 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010
M Coal M Natural Gas M Oil M Nuclear

Source: FRCC 2019 Regional Load and Resource Plan

In its rapid turn toward gas generation, Florida has
actually procured more resources than it needs to run
the grid. A review by the National Energy Reliability
Corporation found that Florida has 25% more
generation capacity than it needs —almost double
the recommended safety margin? In fact, without

adding any new capacity or counting energy
imports, nuclear, or solar plus storage, Florida’s
fossil resources alone could serve peak summer
loads through 2026. This oversupply of generation
capacity means more equipment to maintain and
higher costs for ratepayers.



WHAT’S ON
TAP FOR
THE NEXT
10 YEARS?

3 - '-"Y‘ = ." . : SHF "o Ve (SR 2
Florida Power & Light storage tanks sit along Manatee Lagoon in
West Palm Beach at this natural gas plant. Photo taken May 2018.

Based on the most recently completed planning being planned by major utilities are not subject
cycle, Florida plans to add several gigawatts of gas to PSC pre-construction authorization.
generation in this decade. Many of the projects

Florida Historical, Current, and Projected Capacity, by Fuel Type

T
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Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration Form 860, 2018.

The 2020 filings reveal more of the same from > Tampa Electric Company (TECO): Total energy

many Florida utilities, which will exacerbate from gas to increase to 84.6% by 2029
consumers’ exposure to gas risk over the next

5 . - :
decade* Upcoming projects include: Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA): Total

energy from gas to increase from 75.6% to 81.2%
> FPL: Planning 600 MW of CC upgrades — not by 2029

subject to PSC pre-construction authorization

> Gulf Power: Planning 938 MW of new combustion
turbines — not subject to PSC pre-construction

authorization FPL projects the cost of natural gas

will almost double, increasing by 75%
> Duke Energy: Total energy from gas to increase ’ 9 by °

from 64.9% to 77.3% by 2029. They also plan to
build 452 MW of new combustion turbines (also
not subject to PSC pre-construction authorization)

over the next decade from $2.42/
MMBTU in 2020 to $4.25 in 20293




HOW DOES
THIS IMPACT
FLORIDA
CONSUMERS?

Florida utilities” over-reliance on gas is a gamble
they are playing with Florida consumers’ money.

If gas prices increase, everyday Floridians will be
on the hook for those payments. While natural gas
prices are difficult to predict, at least one scenario
from the U.S. Energy Information Administration
would see gas double in price over the next ten
years?® This would result in an extra $360 per year
on every customer’s electric bill.

Gas price shock is nothing new to Florida
consumers. In 2006, in the wake of rising global
prices compounded by supply disruptions
caused by hurricanes in the Gulf of Mexico, the
PSC approved a 19% bill increase for residential
customers and a 30% to 41% bill increase for
commercial and industrial customers of Florida
Power & Light (FPL)” At that time, FPL's generation

This Florida Power & Light power plant in Riviera Beach was
demolished in 2011 and replaced with a natural gas plant.

NASA's first large-scale solar power generation facility
at Kennedy Space Center. Image credit: NASA.

&4

$360/year

mix included only 37% natural gas — significantly
less than it is today.

P (o3

In the past, electric utilities have turned to hedging
their natural gas bet to mitigate this risk. But
hedging brings its own hazards. Natural gas fuel
contracts entered into by Florida’s utilities lost
consumers almost $7 billion between 2002 and
2016. Although the PSC imposed a moratorium
on hedging in 2017, new hedging methods lost
another $3.6 million in 2019 alone.

Adding to these risks, utilities now run a new risk
of saddling consumers with stranded costs by
building even more gas in an environment of
cheaper, more reliable solar power and battery
storage. Policymakers should carefully weigh
these risks in assessing the prudence of continued
investments of ratepayer funds in gas.



WHAT CAN

FLORIDA DO
ABOUT ITS
DEPENDENCE
ON GAS?

Experts and advocates, from IHS Markit to the
Edison Electric Institute, agree: The best way to
mitigate risk is to minimize exposure through a
diversity of fuels and technologies. Investing in a
variety of resources will reduce Florida’s overall
exposure to any price fluctuation.

Fortunately, by combining clean energy resources,
utilities can tap into cheaper, more flexible options
for meeting future energy needs, while simultaneously
diversifying Florida’s energy mix. Battery storage
promises to boost the efficiency and effectiveness
of renewable energy sources, and is seeing
significant price declines. This decline is projected
to continue and makes solar plus storage
opportunities even more attractive®

> According to the U.S. Energy Information
Administration, solar power is now the
cheapest generating resource available to
Florida® While Florida utilities’ investments
in solar power are growing, Florida drew just
2% of its electricity from solar in 2019.°

> Solar is an even better investment in combination
with other clean energy resources. An analysis by
the Rocky Mountain Institute recently found that
clean energy portfolios (a combination of solar,
battery storage, and demand-side resources)
can now provide the same services at lower cost
than new gas-fired power plants."” Clean energy
portfolios can satisfy the same energy needs
as four proposed natural gas plants in Florida
—and save customers $1.1 billion along the
way.? As clean energy prices continue to decline,
the potential for savings will only grow.

> The cost of battery storage has plummeted in
recent years, and Florida is beginning to take
notice. While Florida has only about 10 MW of
storage installed, there is over 430 MW of such
storage being planned for future implementation
across the state.

> Unfortunately, Florida customers are missing out
on savings from energy efficiency programs.
Investor-owned utilities in Florida saved on
average only about 0.22% of retail sales in 2015
through their efficiency programs’® And despite
the fact that Florida’s cost-effective energy
efficiency potential is among the highest in the
country,'* the state captured only one-twentieth
of its efficiency potential in 2017.°
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The cost of battery storage on large-scale
solar projects continues to decrease.
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Solar farm in-Columbia County, FL.

Florida’s reliance on gas is among the very highest in the country —and the state
is poised to continue that reliance into the 2020s, creating significant risks for the
state and a missed opportunity for local economic development. Cleaner and more
affordable alternatives are available in the marketplace, offering a less risky path
forward for Florida’s electric utilities and ratepayers.

Florida needs strong leadership to promote investment in largely untapped clean
energy resources like solar, battery storage, and energy efficiency that will keep
Floridians’ dollars in state, create local jobs, and power a clean, resilient future.
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Re: Vote Solar comments on electric utilities' 2020 10-year site plans

Katie Chiles Ottenweller [katie@votesolar.org] sent: Friday, August 07, 2020 9:58 AM
To: Doug Wright
Cc: Damian Kistner

Attachments:How Do Florida's Utilities~1.pdf (2 MB)
Doug,

Here is the supplement to our TYSP comments filed last week - let me know if you have any
questions.

Best, Katie

Katie Chiles Ottenweller | Southeast Director katie@votesolar.org | 706.224.8017
Vote Solar
Atlanta, Georgia

votesolar.org
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How Do Florida’s
Utilities Stack Up? ——

Report Cards for 10 of Florida’s Largest Utility Providers
Based on Each Utilities’ 2020 10-Year Site Plans

VOTE SOLAR

Each year, Florida’s biggest electric utilities file a report to the Florida Public Service Commission (PSC)
outlining their plans for the next ten years. The plans, called the “10-Year Site Plans,” outline how each utility
plans to meet its forecasted energy demand over the next decade.

In most states, similar regulatory filings include a cost analysis of each decision, requiring utilities to justify
their investments and follow a “least cost” path. Alternatives to expensive new power generation assets
are considered, including energy efficiency and demand side management. And robust stakeholder input is
considered. In Florida, utilities do not provide any cost or benefit analysis for new power plants. While the
plans provide the public some visibility into their utility forecasts, the process does not consider stakeholder
input, nor make it easy for Floridians to understand why utilities are making their decisions or how alternatives
would fare. Vote Solar combed through hundreds of pages of 10-Year Site Plans to highlight key takeaways.

What Does the Future Hold?

At 70%, Florida’s reliance on gas is among the very highest in the country today and twice the national
average. Unfortunately, the plans filed by the state’s largest utility providers show that we are poised
to continue that reliance into the next decade. This pattern creates risks for the state and a missed
opportunity for local economic development. Because Florida does not produce its own natural gas,
it is required to purchase it from out-of-state sources. As a result, $1 out of every $4 spent by Floridians
for electricity is shipped out of state to pay for gas imports.

Trends in Florida

Key trends across the Florida utilities include an over-reliance on natural gas and investment in solar over
only the next few years. They generally show a lack of leadership on energy storage, electric vehicles, and
energy efficiency, with some of the worst efficiency performance in the nation. While many of the utilities
have wisely turned away from coal, others have not, with some planning to invest in even more coal,
despite climate concerns and all market signs pointing to cheaper and less risky alternatives. Utilities that
had investments in non-solar renewables, including hydropower, wind, biomass, etc. are turning away
from these resources. It’s a mixed bag on market competition, with some utilities taking advantage of
competitive bidding to find the lowest cost generation options, while others reject competition out right.

Overall, Florida utilities are (1) over-reliant on natural gas, (2) making good strides

on solar, but only over the next few years, and (3) failing on energy efficiency.




Vote Solar combed through hundreds of pages of 10-Year Site Plans to highlight key takeaways. We’ve

given each utility an overall letter grade of A - F, evaluating their plans in the following eight categories:

1. Commitment to renewable energy and carbon pollution reduction - Stated carbon reduction goals tar
get at least a 30% reduction by 2030 (consistent with the goals of Duke, Southern Company and FPL
parent companies), and move aggressively towards at least 30% renewable energy by 2030.

2. Independence from fossil gas - No more than 50% of energy mix from gas, for fuel diversity and mitigated
fuel cost and supply risks. Over 50% gas, cease capital investments in new gas capacity and instead
opt for cleaner, less risky sources.

3. Freedom from uneconomic coal - Phase out coal to less than 5% by 2030. Any increase in coal is
extremely concerning given the market dynamics and climate and public health impacts.

4, Consumer protection and affordability - Energy efficiency is the cheapest resource and should be the
first investment before adding new generation capacity, with a minimum of 1%-2% energy savings.
Give top priority to consumer protection during the coronavirus pandemic. Halt all shut-offs for
non-payment through the end of hurricane season, waive fees, and forgive arrearages.

5. Cost reduction through market competition - Markets work. Use market options to procure the most
affordable power, instead of relying on self-built capacity.

6. Customer choice and demand side options - Empower customers so they can meet their clean energy
goals and keep energy bills stable.

7. Investment in resilient energy storage - Resilient energy storage is vital to achieving high penetrations of
solar on the grid. Gain knowledge around the value energy storage brings to customers and the grid.

8. Electric vehicle promotion - Electric vehicles not only support the decarbonization of the economy but
also are a natural area for increased electricity use. Prepare for the proliferation of EVs and support
an efficient and competitive build out of charging infrastructure.

The grades are listed below with additional information on each utility in the following pages.

Utility Provider @ LGCAELCENELY

Tampa Electric Company (TECO) Less coal, but not enough fuel diversity

Florida Power & Light (FPL) B Leading on solar, but still heavy on gas

Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC) B- Well done, but time for aging coal plants to retire
Duke Energy B- Making progress, but still too much gas

City of Tallahassee Utilities C Capital city could improve. The most reliant on gas
Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU) C- Going the wrong direction: Come on Gators!
Seminole Electric Cooperative D+  Should do better for Florida’s co-ops

Florida Municipal Power Authority (FMPA) D+ Not living up to potential to lead municipal utilities
JEA D Customers beware

Lakeland Electric F Doubling coal — 19th century style
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Florida Gas Dependence
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How Do Florida’s Utilities Stack Up?

The following charts show
where each of Florida’s 10
largest utility providers are
in terms of gas, solar, and
coal for electricity generation
today and where they plan to
be in 2029.

“Fuel diversity helps to protect
electric companies and their
customers from contingencies
such as fuel unavailability, fuel
price fluctuations, and changes
in regulatory practices that can
drive up the cost of a particular
fuel. Fuel diversity also helps to
ensure stability and reliability
in electricity supply and
strengthens national security.”
-Edison Electric Institute

The clear result from these
plans is that Florida is not
nearly  diversified enough
when it comes to electricity
generation. We invest far too
much in volatile natural gas
and not nearly enough in
cost-effective solar. Moreover,
while most utilities are moving
drastically away from coal, a
few increase their reliance on it.



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT

Florida Power & Light (FPL) is Florida’s largest utility with over 5 million customers. FPL is merging with Gulf Power, making it into a
behemoth, eclipsing the next biggest utility in the state (Duke) planning to produce nearly three times more energy in 2029. FPL receives
an overall grade of B, bolstered by its plan to nearly eliminate coal-powered energy and install more solar than the rest of the utilities in
this report. FPL loses points for stifling market competition for solar development and continuing to invest in new gas assets, despite its
own predictions of increasing gas prices.
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Parent company NextEra has set a goal to reduce its carbon emissions rate by 67% by 2025, from a
2005 baseline, but was recently graded F by the Carbon Disclosure Project. FPL includes a carbon
compliance cost in planning, beginning in 2026. FPL plans to build 8,860 MW of new solar, and
reach 16% renewable energy by 2030, which puts FPL at the head of the class in Florida. However,
FPL remains below its peer utilities around the country, including PG&E with a 2030 target of 60%
renewables and APS with a 2030 target of 45% renewables. This new solar is part of FPL's ‘30 x
30’ announcement to add 30 million solar panels to its service territory by 2030. But this year’s plan
appears to backslide on that commitment by spreading some of the planned solar into Gulf’s service
territory post-merger.

FPL plans on investing heavily in gas infrastructure, despite its own prediction that gas prices will
nearly double from $2.42 in 2020 to $4.25 in 2029. FPL plans to develop nearly 2 GW of new gas
capacity at a possible cost of $1.7 billion dollars, including upgrading combined cycle (CC) units,
converting coal plants to gas, and building 4 new combustion turbine (CT) gas plants. Unfortunately
for Florida consumers, CC upgrades, conversions from coal units to gas, and new CTs do not require
Commission approval or review prior to construction. All this despite FPL’s parent company, NextEra
stating that gas investments are increasingly uneconomic compared to solar and battery storage.
Jim Robo, CEO of NextEra Energy, has described solar as being “very, very competitive” compared
to gas-fired generation, and notes “a significant opportunity in almost every part of the country
where batteries are now more economic than gas-fired peakers, even at today’s natural-gas prices.”

FPL significantly reduces its use of coal to near 0% by the end of the decade. It plans on the early
retirement of 4 uneconomic coal units (about 1500 MW total by 2024).

FPL's SolarTogether program has the largest carveout for low-income customers in the U.S., giving
vulnerable households access to solar savings. However, FPL is far behind other Florida utilities in
delivering energy-saving efficiency programs to its most vulnerable customers. In fact, ACEEE ranks
FPL as second to worst of the nation’s top 52 utilities on energy efficiency. In response to the COVID-19
pandemic, FPL has suspended disconnections through July and is waiving late fees and offering
additional consumer payment plan options. But, it may be reverting back to normal disconnection
operations at the end of July — despite a resurgence of cases and unemployment claims in mid-July.

All of FPL’s solar sites are self-built, which shortchanges opportunities for solar market development
or for lower-cost third party owned systems. Unlike many of its peers in Florida, FPL has no planned
renewable energy power purchase agreements (PPAs) over the next decade.

FPL has nearly 17,000 rooftop solar net metering customers in its territory, and recently launched the
largest utility-sponsored community solar program in the country; but customer demand for solar energy
still outstrips supply.

FPL has made a strong start on storage, with 469 MW under development now in FPL territory. The
company also plans for 700 MW of new battery storage but not until 2028 and 2029, in Gulf territory.
The company can improve upon incentivizing solar+storage and microgrid capabilities for customers
who need it.

FPL includes EV growth projections in its energy forecasts, and Gulf has two specially designed rates
for residential customers with EVs. FPL is evaluating similar programs or tariffs for PEVs, and has the
FPL Evolution pilot, which will install more than 1,000 EV chargers across the state.

VOTE SOLAR How Do Florida’s Utilities Stack Up?



Jim Robo, CEO of NextEra Energy, has described solar as being “very, very competitive” compared

to gas-fired generation, and notes “a significant opportunity in almost every part of the country where
batteries are now more economic than gas-fired peakers, even at today’s natural-gas prices.”

FPL Energy Mix, 2019 (Actual) Gulf Energy Mix, 2019 (Actual)
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DUKE ENERGY

Duke Energy Florida (DEF) serves 1.8 million customers in North and Central Florida. DEF receives an overall grade of B- for reducing
its dependence on coal, increasing solar to 13% by 2029, offering community solar options, and promoting electric vehicles and energy
storage. DEF is still behind the curve on reducing gas reliance and has only lackluster energy efficiency offerings.
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VOTE SOLAR

Duke makes good strides increasing solar from 0.5% of its total energy mix in 2019 to 12.7% in 2029.
The company has set a nonbinding carbon reduction goal, and uses a carbon compliance cost in its
planning starting in 2025.

Duke relies too heavily on gas, not doing enough to reduce its customers’ vulnerability to fuel price
risk and stranded assets. Duke’s gas reliance hovers between 76-79% over the ten year reporting
period. Duke is doubling down on big gas infrastructure, adding 452 MW of new gas (investments
that are not subject to pre-construction approval by the PSC).

Duke shifts away from coal over the ten year planning period, going from 9.7% coal energy in 2019
to 7.7% in 2029 — but still remains higher than the other Florida IOUs and not quite reaching the 5%
or less mark.

Duke has set aside a robust low-to-moderate income carveout in its community solar proposal that
matches the percentage of its low-to-moderate income customers (27 %), which we see as a new best
practice. It proposed deep efficiency savings for low income customers, but is still only reaching a
small portion of its neediest customers. Duke’s energy efficiency performance is very poor compared
to peers nationwide achieving only 0.16% savings as percent of sales. In response to COVID-19, DEF
instituted an open-ended disconnection grace period that will continue to protect customers through
August, but there is little certainty about when protections will lapse.

There are nearly 6 GW of solar in Duke’s interconnection queue, with over 80 active projects being
developed. Duke estimates that it will buy 675 MW of independently owned solar over the next
decade. That said, qualifying facility purchases fall from 4.1% in 2019 to 0% in 2029. As a sign of
progress, Duke has committed to competitively solicit solar projects for its proposed Clean Energy
Connect program, including some third party developed projects.

Duke Energy Florida’s service territory has an active rooftop solar market, and Duke anticipates total
production to continue to grow. In fact, Duke has the highest percentage of NEM customers of all the
utilities reviewed in this report, at 1.3 percent. It has also followed FPL’s lead and has a large community
solar program in the works with strong access provisions for low-income customers.

Duke is falling behind peer utility FPL in terms of grid-scale storage investments. But, it is leading
on microgrids with its recent commitment to study solar and storage projects on critical emergency
facilities for back-up power. Duke has a microgrid energy storage pilot underway with the University
of South Florida, and is planning a 50 MW storage pilot for early 2021.

Duke includes projections of EV adoption in its load forecasting. It is also conducting a three year
$400,000 pilot on EV education and awareness, and data collection.

How Do Florida’s Utilities Stack Up?




Duke’s energy efficiency performance is , achieving only

0.16% savings as percent of sales.

Duke Energy Mix, 2019 (Actual)

Duke Energy Mix, 2029 (Planned)
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TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY (TECO)

Tampa Electric (TECO) is an investor owned utility with over 770,000 customers in the Tampa region. TECO earns a B+ with the highest
percentage of solar installed in 2019. It also increases its solar to 13% in 2029, scales back on coal, and offers community solar options
and an energy storage pilot. It is very reliant on gas and faces risks of increased fuel costs over the next ten years.
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TECO more than triples its solar energy production from 756 GWh in 2019 to a peak of 2,964 GWh
(or 14% of its energy mix) in 2024. That said, it does not plan to continue investing in additional solar
after 2024.

TECO is very heavily dependent on natural gas, a resource that it admits is subject to price volatility
and supply risks. The company’s gas dependence only gets worse over the next ten years, going
from over 17,000 GWh of gas in 2019 to almost 19,000 GWh in 2029. TECO plans to spend ratepayer
dollars on gas infrastructure, including making improvements to seven combustion turbine plants
over the decade. The utility is retiring 891 MW of natural gas capacity at the Big Bend facility, a
natural opportunity to diversify its energy mix. But, instead of investing in new renewable energy, it
plans to build even more new gas capacity — 1542 MW.

TECO made good progress between 2018 and 2019 cutting its coal-based energy output in more than
half from 2,982 GWh (or 14% of its total energy mix) to 1,214 GWh (or 6% of total energy mix). Coal
continues to decline to around 2% of TECO'’s energy mix in the years 2023-2029.

TECOQO'’s energy efficiency programs are better than most Florida utilities, and it plans to reach nearly
a quarter of its low income customers with energy saving programs over the next decade. TECO has
voluntarily suspended disconnections through the end of August, offers 12 month repayment plans,
and has donated $1 million to the Salvation energy bill support program. Unfortunately, that is unlikely
to address the growing problem of energy debt. TECO can do more to support its neediest customers
during this time of crisis including arrearage forgiveness and expanded energy efficiency programs to
lower customer bills.

TECO states it “will continue to assess competitive purchase power agreements and DSM programs
that may replace or delay the scheduled [new natural gas] units. Such optimizations must achieve the
overall objective of providing reliable power in a cost-effective manner.” Yet TECO decreases its use
of purchased energy from 6.3% in 2019 to less than 1% of its total energy mix by 2029.

TECO offers a robust solar net metering program to its rooftop solar customers, and also launched a
17.5 MW shared solar program called SunSelect in 2019, with plans to add additional solar capacity to
meet the large demand from customers. It has also run a solar power purchase program called the Sun
to Go program for 13 years.

TECO points to the value that storage can bring to the grid, and has proposed a pilot program to
study the interactions of a fully integrated renewable energy system that contains solar, batteries,
car charging and industrial truck charging, which will inform demand response programming and
storage options for C&l customers. It is also gaining experience with solar + 13MW battery for energy
arbitrage and peak shaving at the Big Bend facility. It plans to add 220MW of distributed battery
storage capacity this decade.

TECO included EV loads into its forecasts, and is participating in an R&D project. But, it does not
currently offer any incentives for EV deployment.
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Placing energy storage closer to the load can improve customer resiliency, effectively shave the peak,

and defer or avoid transmission and/or distribution system upgrades.

TECO Energy Mix, 2019 (Actual)

TECO Energy Mix, 2029 (Planned)
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SEMINOLE ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE

Seminole Electric Cooperative is a not-for-profit generation and transmission utility that serves nine distribution cooperative utilities.
Seminole is not a customer-facing company, but provides power to its member companies which represent approximately 800,000
customers in 42 of Florida’s 67 counties. The information provided below is therefore a proxy for the combined generation mix of those
9 utilities, which do not file their own TYSPs. Seminole receives a grade of D+ because it increases its reliance on gas by investing in 3
new gas plants, and plans to maintain only a small amount of renewables (4%). On the positive side, it reduces its coal use and relies on
a competitive process for its power purchases.
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Seminole has no utility-owned renewable energy generation now or planned for the future. That said,
it increases its purchased renewable energy slightly from 610 GWh in 2019 to 768 GWh in 2029. It
expands solar purchases from 0% to a total of 4.5% of energy sources in 2029, but at the same time,
plans to eliminate nearly 600 GWh (4.1% of its energy mix) from other renewable energy sources,
including municipal solid waste, biomass, and landfill gas, making its clean energy commitment
essentially flat.

Seminole is significantly ramping up its reliance on natural gas from 25% in 2019 to 60% in 2029
despite it stating that fuel diversity has “significant strategic value.”

Seminole decreases its reliance on coal, going from nearly half of its energy sources powered by coal
(46%), down to 16% in 2029. However, it is not reaching the 5% or less target by 2030 that would be
prudent given the costs and risks associated with coal.

Seminole’s members are currently implementing a smart thermostat demand response pilot program
to evaluate the cost effectiveness of a potential larger scale program. However, they appear to be
backsliding as the residential peak load management decreased by a third from 99MW avoided during
the summer peak demand in 2010 to 58MW avoided in 2020. As a wholesale utility, Seminole has not
offered any public commitments of protection of its customers due to the coronavirus economic and
public health crisis.

Seminole will continue to utilize competitive bidding as one of its tools for acquiring least cost
conventional and renewable generating resources. All of Seminole’s future bid solicitations for non-
peaking power will include the solicitation of renewable energy proposals.

Seminole includes net metering data in its load forecasts. As a wholesale utility, it doesn’t have a
direct interaction with customers, but could still do more to promote customer options through its
retail partners.

Unlike other Florida utilities, Seminole has not pursued storage options to date, including pilots, and
has none announced over the next decade.

As a wholesale utility, Seminole does not interact directly with EV customers. It could include electric
vehicles in its load forecast, but has not.
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Seminole operates Florida’s least economic coal plant. According to the “Coal Cost Crossover” report

from Vibrant Clean Energy, the Seminole Generating Station is 98% more expensive to operate than
replacing it with local wind or solar.

Seminole Energy Mix, 2019 (Actual)

Seminole Energy Mix, 2029 (Planned)
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JEA

JEA is the state’s largest local government-owned utility with nearly half a million customers in Northeast Florida. JEA receives a
grade of D as it increases solar use to only 5% by 2029, and simultaneously increases its dependence on coal, an energy source
that has proven unsustainable economically and environmentally. While strong on competition, JEA can improve on consumer

protection and affordability.
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Despite stating a goal of having 30% carbon-neutral energy sources by 2030, JEA plans to produce
only 5% of its energy mix from carbon-neutral owned generation assets by 2029. JEA plans to invest
in solar from 2019-2022, increasing its use tenfold compared to today (from 58 GWh in 2019 to a peak
of 682 GWh in 2022). Despite this early progress, solar stalls at 5.2% of total owned energy sources
in 2022, and falls far short of our 30% by 2030 recommendation. JEA also eliminates 130 GWh of
renewable landfill gas and all use of wind credits. JEA sells RECs associated with the renewable
energy it produces, raising concerns about its claims to the environmental attributes of those MWhs.

JEA’s reliance on fossil gas increases from just under 50% in 2019 to a peak of 64.8% in 2020. Over
time, it falls to 45.5% in 2029, which is still high, but better than most Florida utilities.

While most of the country is shifting away from coal due to clear market dynamics, JEA actually
increases its coal use by 55% from over 3,000 GWh in 2019 (26% of its energy mix) to over 5,000
GWh in 2029 (37% of total energy mix).

JEA was one of the first utilities in Florida to threaten shutting off its customers during the coronavirus
pandemic and economic crisis. After an initial one-time discount to customers, JEA notified over
24,000 customers (or 5% of all their customers) that their power may be shut off due to nonpayment
beginning on July 7, right in time for dangerous summer heat. JEA resumed disconnecting consumers
in mid-July.

JEA offers a demand response option to large industrial customers. It began a residential Demand
Rate pilot program, which unfortunately is not a good deal for its customers. JEA does not forecast
an improvement in the impact of these offerings over the ten year reporting period, with the amount
of energy saved stagnating at 2020 levels. That said, JEA has made progress over the years, as the
2020 level of 35GWh saved is a significant increase from the 2019 reported level of 26GWh saved and
14GWh saved in 2010. And JEA leadership has acknowledged, “The cheapest megawatt is the one
we don’t have to build.”

JEA excels in competition compared to its Florida peers, and has led competitive bidding processes
to procure renewable resources. It relies heavily on PPAs and purchased power, which enables it to
select the least cost option.

JEA offers a solar option to large commercial and industrial customers through its SolarMax program.
That said, JEA notoriously gutted its solar net metering program in 2017, drastically changing the
economics of its customers’ rooftop solar investments and stifling families’ ability to use solar to
control their energy bills.

JEA is investigating a storage pilot project to provide resiliency to wastewater systems, and
acknowledges solar + storage systems can be valuable while the grid is operating and when the grid
is down due to severe weather. It also began a 20 year PPA in 2019 from a 5MW solar system with
2MW of battery storage, and offers a battery incentive program for residential solar customers.

JEA offers rebates for the purchase of plug-in electric vehicles — $500 for a battery sized at less than
15 kWh and $1,000 for 15 kWh and higher.
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Vibrant Clean Energy’s “Coal Cost Crossover” report finds JEA’s Northside coal plant was 57% more

expensive to operate than the cost to replace it with local solar or wind in 2018.

JEA Energy Mix, 2019 (Actual)

JEA Energy Mix, 2019 (Actual)
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ORLANDO UTILITIES COMMISSION

Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC) is a municipally owned utility with over 200,000 retail customers. It receives an overall grade
of B+ excelling in electric vehicles, storage, and competition. However, it is the most reliant on coal of all the utilities in this report,
and does not invest enough in renewables.
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In 2020, Orlando Utilities Commission established clean energy goals of a 50% reduction from a 2005
baseline, escalating to net-zero carbon emissions by 2050. In its ten-year site plan, OUC increases
solar and landfill gas from 3% to 13% of its total energy mix. That said, it could do more to reduce its
overall GHG by pivoting away from coal.

OUC increases its share of gas generation from 39% to 41% over the ten-year planning period.
While this is substantially less than other utilities, the benefit is offset by the prominent role of coal
in OUC’s generation portfolio.

In 2019, OUC still received nearly half of its energy from coal-fired power plants, the most of any Florida
utility. That reliance reduces slightly to just under 40% in 2029, maintaining OUC’s position in last
place among its peers. OUC owns coal-fired assets that are under threat of becoming uneconomic. It
should follow the nationwide trend to retire coal capacity now.

OUC provides sliding-scale support for its home audit & retrofit efficiency program, and it has provided
substantial monetary support to economically disrupted customers due to COVID-19. However, its
shutoff ban expired July 13 and late fees will be reinstated Aug 3.

OUC'’s plan did not consider supply side efficiency alternatives because it has excess supply. As a
result it is missing an opportunity to take advantage of cost effective efficiency measures and early
retirement of expensive and polluting assets.

OUC makes use of independently developed power purchase agreements, including for 108.5 MW
of the Florida Municipal Solar Project.

QUC offers a wide range of options for customers who want to go solar on their terms. OUC enables
net metering, but it also offers a collective purchase program (called OUCollective), one of the first
community solar programs in the country, and a residential solar plus storage rebate.

OUC is one of the only utilities in Florida to offer up-front incentives for solar plus storage systems on
residential homes. It’s also gathering input from customers and citizens on the role of resiliency in its
2020 Energy Integrated Resource Program.

OUC has installed 150 level 2 and DC fast chargers, propelling Orlando to one of the top 5 cities
for electric vehicles in the nation. It also forecasts for EV adoption using inputs from the National
Renewable Energy Lab and Siemens.

VOTE SOLAR How Do Florida’s Utilities Stack Up?



In 2019, OUC still received nearly half of its energy from coal-fired power plants, the most of any

Florida utility.
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FLORIDA MUNICIPAL POWER AUTHORITY

Florida Municipal Power Authority (FMPA) is a wholesale power company owned by Florida’s 30+ municipal electric utilities, 13 of
which receive all of their power from FMPA. The information below is therefore a proxy of the combined generation mix of those
utilities, which do not file their own TYSPs. FMPA receives an overall grade of D+ as it remains dangerously reliant on gas and
does little to advance storage, demand side management or electric vehicles. However, it does expand its use of solar energy,
reduce coal, and take advantage of competitive bidding to purchase solar from PPAs.
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FMPA will be entering into solar PPAs for the first time — totaling 154 MW over the next ten years. But
solar still only provides 6.5% of FMPA’'s power supply in 2029.

The company will increase its already-extreme overcommitment to gas from 75.6% in 2019 to
81.2% in 2029.

As a percentage of total energy generated, FMPA plans to reduce its reliance on coal from 17.8% to
5.9% in the next ten years. But it will also maintain its ownership stake in the Stanton power plant,
which is uneconomic compared to renewables.

While FMPA is a wholesale power company, and does not have control of customer-facing programs, it
does discuss the energy conservation program created by its 13 core retail companies. Unfortunately,
the program’s impact is too negligible to be included in FMPA load forecasts.

FMPA’s solar procurement to-date has exclusively used power-purchase agreements, which
enables FMPA to take advantage of the most competitive market prices for renewable resources.

Customers from FMPA's 13 dedicated retail companies currently enjoy net metering and the
territory currently holds 12,000 kW of net metering capacity. However, unlike other wholesale
providers, FMPA is not pursuing community solar programs. FMPA’s CEO, Jacob Williams, has
also encouraged member utilities to raise fixed fees on residential customers to $50 per month in
September 2019 to make net metering customers “go away.”

FMPA’s TYSP does not mention storage as a viable technology, or even one the company is paying
attention to.

FMPA does not take electrification of any load or the proliferation of electric vehicles into account
through its load forecasts.
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FMPA’'s CEO, Jacob Williams, has encouraged member utilities to

in September 2019 to make net metering customers “go away.”
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LAKELAND ELECTRIC
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Lakeland has no plans to install new solar (despite the city contracting for 24 MW in 2007),
and more than doubles its reliance on carbon-heavy coal over the next decade. Lakeland sells
its RECs on the voluntary market, raising concerns about double-counting with respect to its
existing solar investments.

Despite the fact that Lakeland Electric already has enough generation capacity to meet projected
demand, such that reliability issues based on one measure were “so small that [they] would be
non-existent,” Lakeland completed a new gas turbine in 2020. Gas makes up 74% of Lakeland’s
generation in 2019 and maintains the majority of generation through the next decade.

Lakeland Electric is one of only three utilities in Florida that expects to substantially increase its
reliance on uneconomic coal in the next decade — even though it could exit its coal supply deal pain-
free in 20283. Lakeland’s ten-year site plan notes that it maintains a coal supply reserve “due to market
uncertainty of supplier availability due to potential bankruptcies.”

Lakeland resumed disconnections on economically disrupted customers due to COVID-19 on
June 15 — far earlier than other Florida utilities.

Over the next decade, Lakeland increases imports from the Florida municipal power pool, which
dispatches generation pooled among OUC, FMPA, and Lakeland. Increased use of the power pool
is likely to result in more economic generation. However, Lakeland has not entered into any power
purchase agreements and its last requests for proposals for solar generation and water heating
were in 2007.

Customers have access to rooftop solar net metering, but those who want to participate in the
program are hit with a punitive demand charge during peak hours. Also, no community solar
programs are currently being offered.

Lakeland doesn’t consider customer resilience programs, local storage or storm preparedness in
its Ten Year Site Plan. Its 90-to-120-day coal reserve relies on an outdated notion of “resilience.”
It also launched a miniscule storage pilot in 2017 of a single 0.006MW battery, about the size of a
residential storage system.

Lakeland doesn’t promote or plan for electric vehicles in its ten-year site plan. In fact, the terms
‘electrification’ and ‘electric vehicles’ do not appear in its 88-page plan.
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Lakeland’s ten-year site plan notes that it maintains a coal supply reserve “due to market uncertainty

of supplier availability due to potential bankruptcies.”
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CITY OF TALLAHASSEE UTILITIES

The city of Tallahassee owns, operates, and maintains an electric generation, transmission, and distribution system that supplies
electric power to over 123,000 customers. The City scored a grade of C, winning points for competition, demand side management,
and avoidance of coal; but it is the most reliant on gas of all the utilities included in this report.
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The City of Tallahassee adopted a Clean Energy Plan in 2019 that commits city facilities to be 100%
clean by 2035 and the Tallahassee community to be powered by 100% renewable energy by 2050.
This plan does not come close to achieving that goal. While the City supports net metering for its
citizens, this ten-year site plan includes no new utility-scale solar investments or PPAs beyond the
one they executed in 2019; instead, it expands the City’s reliance on gas. It also fails to include CO2
costs in its forecasts.

The City of Tallahassee generates more energy than it needs in total from natural gas alone every
year, and more than two-thirds of its energy needs are satisfied by just two facilities. While the
City has an Energy Risk Management policy in place, it is likely not enough to mitigate the City’s
substantial fuel and capital risk from gas.

The City does not get any power from coal directly because it is completely powered by gas.

The City is proactive and expansive in its demand-side management offerings to customers,
including specialized programs for low-income customers. The city is also providing six-month
utility payment relief for its customers. But the City’s disconnection moratorium ended on May 12,
potentially subjecting COVID-impacted customers to extreme summer heat.

Tallahassee signed PPAs for 20 and 42 MW of solar in 2016 and 2017 and appears to be actively
seeking other opportunities to do so.

Tallahassee is continually exploring demand-side resources that could be of assistance to its
customers, including solar net metering and piloting a demand response program. Tallahassee
includes no plans to explore community solar.

The City continues to investigate demand-side management and demand response tools that
would allow customers to enjoy a more resilient power supply, but it has not yet embraced storage
technologies as a cost-effective tool for affordable, renewable, and resilient energy.

Tallahassee’s Clean Energy Plan commits the city to 100% electric light-duty vehicles by 2035, with
medium- and heavy-duty vehicles following as feasible. That said, the utility does not incorporate
electrification into its load forecast this year, and does not appear to offer rebates or EV-specific
rates for customers.
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Despite having a city-wide goal of 100% renewable energy by 2050, the City of Tallahassee Utilities’

plan includes no new solar investments between 2020-2029.

Tallahassee Energy Mix, 2019 (Actual)

Tallahassee Energy Mix, 2029 (Planned)




GAINESVILLE REGIONAL UTILITIES

Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU) is a municipal utility for the city of Gainesville and serves approximately 93,000 retail and
wholesale customers. GRU received a grade of C-. Over the next ten years, despite a city-wide clean energy commitment, it plans
to increase its reliance on gas, invest in more coal, eliminate renewables like landfill gas, and decrease its use of biomass. The
company appears to have too much generation with very high reserve margins. On the positive side, GRU increases investments
in solar, and is considering developing an electric vehicle off peak rate or incentive in the future.

DA Renewable Energy Despite having a city-wide 100% clean energy goal by 2045, GRU has no solar farms on its
and GHG Reductions: system until 2023, and then only to meet 6.5 percent of its energy needs, with no additional solar
investments through 2029. Overall, GRU’s renewable energy will drop from 30.9% to 17% over
the next decade (largely due to reductions in biomass from nearly 30% in 2019 to less than 8% in
2029, despite predictions that biomass fuel will lower in price). GRU assumes that there will be no
costs associated with its carbon emissions over the next decade — which is out of sync with the

large Florida utilities.

«

Gas Over-dependence: GRU’s reliance on gas stays under 50% over the decade. But GRU notes that it is evaluating the
possibility of adding gas generation to the Deerhaven site in 2021 by fuel switching from coal to
gas. It’s unclear whether GRU is considering more cost effective alternatives such as efficiency
and solar paired with battery storage.

Uneconomic Coal: Despite conceding that coal carries significant price risks for consumers related to both fuel and
transportation, GRU is increasing coal from 22.5% in 2019 to 31.2% in 2029.

»

Consumer Protection GRU stopped shut-offs and waived late fees from March 17-July 17th. GRU lowered its customers’
and Affordability: bill by 17% over a six month period through September 2020. GRU will also auto-enroll customers
in its “Coronavirus Payment Plan,” which spreads any accumulated debts over six months.

Market Competition: GRU has no PPAs for fossil energy sources. In 2017, it purchased the biomass plant from the
company with which it held a 30 year PPA, and curiously plans to reduce its energy output from
594GWh in 2019 to 159 GWh in 2020, despite expectations of lower fuel costs. GRU also plans to
purchase solar from a 50 MW solar system with 12MW battery via a 20 year PPA starting in 2023.

»

»

Gustomer Choice: GRU offers rooftop solar net metering with a cash credit at the end of the year for any excess
generation. It also continues to purchase over 18 MW of customer-owned solar from a legacy 2009
feed in tariff. But GRU does not offer a community solar program for customers who can’t use
rooftop solar.

Investment in GRU’s plan doesn’t give much consideration to how storage fits into its system, and GRU has no
Resilient Storage: storage on the grid currently. However, GRU is planning to enter into a PPA in 2023 from a 50 MW
solar system with 12MW battery — using storage for ramp rate control.

Electric Vehicle GRU includes forecasts of PEV adoption in its load forecasts, but does not offer any programs or
Promotion: tariffs for EVs. GRU is considering developing an EV off peak rate or incentive in the future.
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Gainesville Regional Utilities plans to use less renewable energy in 2029 than it does today: dropping

from 31% to 17%.

GRU Energy Mix, 2019 (Actual)

\

GRU Energy Mix, 2029 (Planned)

A
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Appendix

Florida Power & Light, Gulf Power

2019 FPL (Actual) 2019 Gulf (Actual) 2029 Merged (Planned)
Gas 74.6% 93,373 GWh 75.0% 8,808 GWh 61.5% 87,157 GWh
Nuclear 22.2% 27,791 GWh 0% = 20.2% 28,590 GWh
Coal 2.0% 2,488 GWh 35.1% 4,125 GWh 0.2% 232 GWh
Solar 1.9% 2,396 GWh 2.0% 232 GWh** 16.2% 22,947 GWh
Residual 0.2% 224 GWh 0% = 0% -
Fuel Oil 0.2% 224 GWh 0% = 0% 5 GWh
Purchases -1.1% -1,328 GWh 9.4% 1,101 GWh 1.3% 1,789 GWh
Wind PPAs 0% — 8.8% 1,031 GWh 0.7% 1,031 GWh
Exports 0% — -30.3% -3,556 GWh 0% —
TOTAL 125,168 GWh 11,742 GWh 141,751 GWh

Duke Energy Florida

2019 (Actual) 2029 (Planned)

Gas 78.8% 35,092 GWh 77.3% 35,671 GWh
Coal 9.7% 4.322 GWh 7.7% 3,540 GWh
ggﬁgﬁ; - 5.3% 2,352 GWh 0.1% 34 GWh
Purchases 4.1% 1,803 GWh 0% 2 GWh
MSW 1.5% 670 GWh 21% 949 GWh
Fuel Oil 0.1% 30 GWh 0.1% 65 GWh
Solar 0.5% 222 GWh 12.7% 5,862 GWh
Biomass 0% 15 GWh 0% 0 GWh
TOTAL 44,505 GWh 51,985 GWh
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Tampa Electric

2019 (Actual) 2029 (Planned)
Gas 84.2% 17,493 GWh 84.6% 18,981 GWh
Coal 5.8% 1,214 GWh 2.0% 444 GWh
:;‘(gg';tt/ 5.2% 1,085 GWh 0% -7 GWh
Purchases 3.6% 756 GWh 12.9% 2,902 GWh
Solar 1.1% 220 GWh 0.5% 122 GWh
Fuel Oil 0% 1 GWh 0% -
Other 0% — 0.1% -12 GWh
TOTAL 20,770 GWh 22,430 GWh
Seminole Electric Cooperative
2019 (Actual) 2029 (Planned)

Coal 46.1% 6,952 GWh 16.0% 2,677 GWh
Imports 25.1% 3,785 GWh 20.3% 3,383 GWh
Gas 24.8% 3,745 GWh 59.1% 9,868 GWh
MSW 3.3% 493 GWh 0% -
Biomass 0.6% 88 GWh 0% =
Fuel Oil 0.1% 18 GWh 0% 7 GWh
Landfill Gas 0.1% 10 GWh 0% —
Solar 0% 4 GWh 4.6% 768 GWh
TOTAL 15,095 GWh 16,703 GWh




JEA

2019 (Actual) 2029 (Planned)
Gas 49.3% 6,312 GWh 45.5% 6,240 GWh
Coal 25.7% 3,287 GWh 37.4% 5,121 GWh
Imports 23.8% 3,050 GWh 12.3% 1,679 GWh
Landfill Gas 0.7% 88 GWh 0% =
Solar 0.5% 58 GWh 4.8% 663 GWh
Fuel QOil 0% 2 GWh 0% 1 GWh
Residual 0% 1 GWh 0% —
TOTAL 12,798 GWh 13,704 GWh

Orlando Utilities Commision

2019 (Actual) 2029 (Planned)
Coal 46.6% 3,614 GWh 39.2% 3,250 GWh
Gas 45.8% 3,554 GWh 41.1% 3,405 GWh
Nuclear 5.8% 449 GWh 6.7% 554 GWh
Landfill Gas 1.6% 123 GWh 3.9% 320 GWh
Solar 0.3% 22 GWh 9.2% 766 GWh
TOTAL 7,762 GWh 8,295 GWh
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Florida Municipal Power Authority

2019 (Actual) 2029 (Planned)
Gas 75.6% 4,757 GWh 81.2% 5,507 GWh
Coal 17.8% 1,121 GWh 5.9% 403 GWh
Nuclear 5.9% 368 GWh 5.9% 399 GWh
Biofuels 0.4% 28 GWh 0.3% 23 GWh
Landfill Gas 0.2% 13 GWh 0.1% 6 GWh
Fuel Oil 0% 3 GWh 0% —
Solar 0% — 6.5% 443 GWh
TOTAL 20,770 GWh 22,430 GWh

Lakeland Electric

2019 (Actual) 2029 (Planned)
Gas 74.7% 2,382 GWh 50.8% 1,767 GWh
Coal 17.2% 548 GWh 28.8% 1,003 GWh
Imports 7.2% 231 GWh 19.6% 682 GWh
Solar 0.9% 28 GWh 0.8% 28 GWh
Fuel Oil 0% 0 GWh 0% 1 GWh
TOTAL 3,189 GWh 3,481 GWh




City of Tallahassee Utilities

2019 (Actual) 2029 (Planned)
Gas 101.7% 2,900 GWh 100.7% 2,998 GWh
Solar 1.4% 41 GWh 3.9% 117 GWh
Hydro 0.2% 7 GWh 0% —
Exports -1.7% -95 GWh -4.6% -137 GWh
TOTAL 2,852 GWh 2,977 GWh

Gainesville Regional Utilities

2019 (Actual) 2029 (Planned)
Gas 42.7% 854 GWh 48.2% 952 GWh
Biomass 29.7% 594 GWh 10.7% 211 GWh
Coal 22.5% 449 GWh 31.2% 616 GWh
Purchases 3.6% 72 GWh 3.6% 71 GWh
Landfill Gas 1.2% 23 GWh 0% —
Fuel QOil 0.4% 7 GWh 0% -
Residual 0.1% 1 GWh 0% —
Solar 0% — 6.3% 124 GWh
TOTAL 2,000 GWh 13,704 GWh
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Citizens of Florida

Claude Gerstle, MD
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From: Claude Gerstle

Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2020 12:06 PM

To: Gabriella Passidomo

Subject: Re: August 18 comment. About FP & L 10 year plan

I've attached a copy of my comments for today's meeting
Claude Gerstle
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Rolling Blackouts in California

As California ISO began taking its emergency actions on Saturday, electricity wholesale costs
jumped on its energy market. Prices in locations near the Tahoe area spiked into the thousands of
dollars per megawatt-hour, far above the typical costs of under $100.

FP & L uses a demand-side model that may not adequately protect us from this kind of situation. As
reliance on PV grows the resiliency and reliability of the network falls due to a number of factors. Winter
PV capacity is only 15% of summer capacity. Weather further reduces reliability so that reserve factors
must be increased. Increasingly powerful storms further impact the reliability of PV as we have recently
seen significant damage even in a category one hurricane. FP & L has recently announced that they are
building 1 GW of battery backup but this is lithium-ion batteries usually suitable for 4 hour backup
rather than 10 hour flow batteries. A recent study from MIT states that if good renewables have 16% in
our backup they can avoid significant costs for transmission line upgrades and fossil fuel backup
capability.MIT study capacity deferral. | would like to hear the commissions thoughts on how much
battery backup should be required. Furthermore if FP & L participated in the southeast regional energy
group there might be considerable savings through sharing of peaking resources and more opportunity
to trade excess capacity.

The federal government is considering a bill that would add a $15 per time carbon tax increasing $10 per
year and the state may well add a similar tax to help fund energy efficiency projects.

Assumptions made in the plan may not be realistic. While the state anticipates 2.7% per year population
growth plan assumes .9%. The plan assumes continued increases in efficiency but most of the switch to
LED lighting has already occurred. There are significant efficiencies that can be gained by improving
building efficiency for air conditioning as Florida residents spend 27% of their power on air conditioning
compared with 18% in neighboring warm states but FP & L has not been very successful finding and
helping remediate homes with poor efficiency.

Systems appear to typically be oversized. A study of 75 sites in the Northwest (Lucas, 1993) found that
two-thirds were sized greater than that recommended by the Manual J procedure (ACCA, 1986),
including a 15% sensible load oversize factor, while a study in Florida of over 400 homes found more
than 50% oversized the cooling equipment more than 120% of Manual J (James, et. al., 1997).ACN

efficiency.

We currently have 83,000 EV’s and are expected to have 450,000 by 2030. This must be factored into
the plan. In order to reach 100% renewable energy by 2050 without taking into account any growth or
seasonal factors just converting the transportation sector to EV will mean an increase of over 100,000
GW hours

To summarize my points:

1. The assumptions for increasing energy demand based on population growth, increasing temperatures
and electrification transportation system are not adequately accounted for in the 10 year plan.
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2. The seasonal as well as hourly changes in PV capacity are not sufficiently taking into account and
require a systematic examination of requirements for battery capacity and excess PV capacity. These
deficiencies in PV capacity will result in higher bills and overreliance on gas electrical generation

3. Excessive reliance on DSM model may leave us vulnerable to large increases in electrical power costs
due to state and federal carbon taxes.. There should be careful consideration of participation in the
southeast regional energy group.

4. FP & L must aggressively reach out to users of excessive power square foot basis and assist with
energy audits and remediation plans working together with state funding for the poor especially for
programmable thermostats.

5. The commission should assist FPL by urging the state to adopt a passive: standard in the statewide
building code.

6. FP & L should carefully examine alternatives to building new natural gas generation units and if built
should be planned for transition to 100% hydrogen.
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