July 2, 2012

Phillip O. Ellis

Strategic Analysis & Government Affairs
Public Service Commission

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

CC: Traci Matthews
tmatthews@psc.state.fl.us

Re: Comments on Gulf Power’s Ten-Year Plan Submittal

Dear Mr. Ellis and Ms Matthews:

Thank you for accepting these comments on behalf of the Sierra Club and its more than
27,000 Florida members, and on behalf of Earthjustice. We look forward to participating in the
Public Service Commission (PSC)’s Ten-Year Plan review process. We are writing to help inform
the Commission of serious regulatory risks which should be addressed in this Ten-Year Plan.

As you know, Ten-Year Plans are designed to provide a broad overview of a utility’s
“power-generating needs and the general location of its proposed power plant sites;”
accordingly, plans must be “suitable” for planning purposes. F.S. § 186.801; see also F.A.C. §§
25-22.070 & 25-22.071. These plans are among the many tools used by the Commission as it
fulfills its statutory responsibilities to maintain “sufficient, adequate, and efficient service” and
“fair and reasonable rates” for all Floridians. See, e.g., F.S. § 366.03.

To do so, the Commission will have to address the implications of substantial new
environmental compliance obligations at several aging coal-fired units. A recent report for
state utility commissioners, primarily authored by former Colorado PSC Chair Ron Binz, puts the
problem succinctly, reminding regulators that “[t]he U.S. electric utility industry, which has
remained largely stable and predictable during its first century of existence now faces
tremendous challenges,” including the prospect of substantial retirements of aging coal-fired
power plants. See Ron Binz & CERES, Practicing Risk-Aware Electricity Regulation: What Every
State Regulator Needs to Know (2012) at 5.1 These “retrofit or retire” decisions will lead to
significant changes in the Florida coal fleet, and the PSC will be charged with managing these
shifts. As Commissioner Binz writes:

The question for regulators is whether to approve coal plant closures in the face of new and
future EPA regulations, or to approve utility investments in costly pollution controls to keep
the plants running. Regulators should treat this much like an IRP proceeding: utilities

! Attached as Ex. 1.



should be required to present multiple scenarios differing in their disposition of the coal
plants. The cost and risk of each scenario should be tested using sensitivities for fuel costs,
environmental requirements, cost of capital, and so forth. In the end, regulators should
enter a decision that addresses all of the relevant risks.

Id. at 9.

These comments highlight some of these important risks. The Commission should use the
Ten-Year Plan informational docket to fully investigate them. We have submitted similar
comments addressing plans filed by several different utilities; this filing focuses on coal-fired
power plants operated by Gulf Power.

I Gulf Power’s Plants Face Substantial Environmental Compliance Costs

Gulf Power’s Lansing Smith, Crist, and Scholz plants are aging facilities lacking major
pollution controls. These plants are an increasingly bad deal for ratepayers: In addition to
posing a serious threat to public health, they are not economic to operate. As utilities and PSCs
around the country are increasingly recognizing, rising pollution control and fuel costs make
coal power an unattractive proposition, especially as energy efficiency, demand-side resources,
and renewable power become ever more available and as natural gas prices continue at record
lows. Multi-million dollar life-extension projects for aging coal plants are not prudent in these
circumstances. Accordingly, Gulf anticipates that it is likely to retire many of its plants in the
near future. Gulf Power Ten Year Plan (“Gulf Plan”) at 3.

Because Gulf’s plans have important implications for the “need ... for electrical power” in its
service territory, and for how that need is to be met, as well on “fuel diversity within the state,”
on the “environmental impact” of any proposed replacement power, and on the state
“comprehensive plan,” see F.S. § 186.801, the Commission should ensure that Gulf discloses its
intentions in its Ten-Year Plan as fully as possible. It is particularly important to do so because
Gulf will face compliance obligations within the next few years that will lead to retirement
decisions. The Commission can best protect Floridians by beginning the planning process for
these likely retirements now. The Plan is not suitably detailed to allow for this planning to be
successful, so, at the end of these comments, we respectfully urge the PSC to require Gulf to
submit critical additional information.

Gulf Power’s Lansing Smith and Scholz plants are the most likely retirement targets because
both plants lack “scrubbers,” the flue-gas desulfurization systems required to remove SO,,
which can cause deadly respiratory damage, and other acid gases from their emissions.
Scrubber systems for these plants would cost hundreds of millions of dollars. Such an
investment, and the corresponding rate increase, would not be prudent when much cheaper
sources of power are available. Accordingly, the Commission should work with Gulf Power to
investigate retirement options for these plants.



In the discussion below, we explain the likely sources of scrubber liability for the Lansing
Smith and Scholz plants, before briefly highlighting the many other environmental compliance
costs which Gulf is likely to face.

A. Likely Scrubber Liability for Gulf Power Facilities

Three separate environmental and public health protection programs are likely to drive
scrubber installation requirements, and hence “retire or retrofit” decisions, at the Lansing
Smith and Scholz facilities: the SO, National Ambient Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS”), 40 C.F.R.
§ 50.17, the Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (“MATS”), 40 C.F.R. Subpt. UUUUU, and the
Regional Haze Rule, 40 C.F.R. § 51.308.

i. The SO, NAAQS

Just five minutes of exposure to SO, can make people sick; in fact, the causal link between
this pollution and asthma attacks and other respiratory problems is the “strongest” such link
which the EPA’s scientific advisory board can identify. 75 Fed. Reg. 35,520, 35,525 (June 22,
2010). To protect the public from such pollutants, EPA is required to set NAAQS specifying the
safe level of public exposure; states then develop state implementation plans (SIPs) to ensure
that those standards are attained. See 42 U.S.C. §§ 7409 & 7410. EPA’s decision to protect
public health by lowering the NAAQS for SO, to a maximum allowable exposure of 75 ppb (a
concentration equivalent to 196.2 ug/m?) over an hour, see 75 Fed. Reg. 35,520 (June 22,
2010), thus obliges Florida to update its SIP to ensure that its citizens are protected from this
dangerous air pollution.

States are generally required to submit updated SIPs “within 3 years” after EPA updates a
NAAQS; because EPA finalized its NAAQS in 2010, Florida’s plan is due in 2013. 42 U.S.C. §
7410(a)(1). The plan must “provide|[] for implementation, maintenance, and enforcement of”
the standard throughout Florida. /d. Although EPA’s approval and review process may delay
plan implementation for a year or two after submission, the Commission can reasonably expect
Florida’s SIP to be operating by 2015 or before.

This tight timeline is directly relevant to the Commission’s review of Gulf Power’s plans
because the Lansing Smith plant is causing violations of the NAAQS, and so will have to install
controls under any legal SIP. Sierra Club engaged an expert air modeler, Steve Klafka of Wingra
Engineering, to evaluate the plant’s compliance with the NAAQS, using EPA’s models and
methodology.2 We modeled both the plant’s allowable emissions — those authorized by its Title
V Air Operation Permit, No. 0050014-018-AV — and its maximum emissions in 2011, the most
recent year with complete data in EPA’s Air Pollution Markets Database. Whether measured by
its permit or by its most recent maximum emissions, the plant causes the pollution in the air
over Panama City to reach unsafe levels, violating the NAAQS several-fold.

? The methodology is described in detail in the attached report, Ex. 2.
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The figure below shows the SO, pollution plume the plant would create when operating at
its permit limits. All colored areas violate the NAAQS. While the NAAQS is set at 196.2 pg/m?,
Lansing Smith’s permit allows pollution levels to soar to 858.4 pg/m?, over 400% of the safe
value; even a bit further away from the plant, pollution directly over downtown Panama City
reaches levels close to double the safe value.

Lansing Smith Electric Generating Plant - Lynn Haven, Florida
Evaluation of Compliance with the 1-hour NAAQS for S02

UTM North [m]

3320000 3330000 3340000 3350000 3360000 3370000

620000
UTM East [m]

1-hour average SO2 concentrations (ug per cubic meter) - All colored areas exceed the NAAQS.

[ ——

196 300 400 500 600 700 800
Total Sources
All concentrations include a 2 Conducted on behalf of the Sierra Club
background of 5.2 ug/m3. This
figure is based on allowable Total Receplors
' 22084 by Wingra Engineering, S.C.
Output Type SCALE: 1:455316
Concentration 0 o 10 kM
Madmum DATE:
858.44834 ug/m*3 6/25/2012




Importantly, Lansing Smith causes NAAQS violations even when operating below its
permitted maximums. Last year, Lansing Smith’s highest operating hour emissions saw SO,
concentrations reach 346.5 pg/m?, which is nearly double the safe value. See Ex. 2 at Table 1.

Indeed, Lansing Smith’s SO, emissions are so extreme that, according to the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (“FL DEP”), they even violate the far more lenient
NAAQS that the new standard replaces. See FL DEP Permit No. 0050014-018-AV at 5. As such,
FL DEP requires Gulf Power to post no trespassing signs to “protect the general public” from
crossing the plant’s fence line, within which the pollution is the most intense. See id. This is not
a safe facility.

To reduce this illegal pollution, Lansing Smith would have to cut total facility emissions by
77.6% from its current permit. /d. at Table 3. To do so, it is highly likely to have to install a
scrubber, thereby confronting hundreds of millions in control costs, which we document more
fully below. Importantly, these costs will be far outweighed by public health benefits. EPA
determined that the NAAQS will produce on the order of $36 billion in net benefits once safe
levels of SO, have been attained. 75 Fed. Reg. at 35,588. Panama City residents will secure a
substantial portion of these benefits —in the form of fewer asthma attacks, emergency room
visits, and premature deaths — once Lansing Smith’s pollution has been controlled.

We have not yet modeled the Scholz facility, but it is also an unscrubbed coal boiler,
burning high-sulfur bituminous coal, and its permitted emissions are far higher than Lansing
Smith’s. While the Lansing Smith permit allows emissions of up to 4.50 Ilbs/MMBtu of SO,, FL
DEP Permit No. 0050014-018-AV at 8, the Scholz permit allows the facility to emit up to an
astonishingly 6.17 lbs/MMBtu, FL DEP Permit No. 0630014-010-AV at 6. FL DEP candidly
acknowledges that this emission rate “indicates exceedances” near the facility of even the more
lenient NAAQS which EPA has since replaced, and so requires Gulf Power to take “precautions...
to preclude public access.” Id. Scholz is an even dirtier plant than Lansing Smith, and so is very
likely to run afoul of the new NAAQS as well.

In short, the SO, NAAQS, a pollution control requirement which Gulf Power does not even
acknowledge in its Ten-Year Plan, is highly likely to require the Lansing Smith and Scholz
facilities to retrofit or retire. It is not the only requirement to do so, as we next discuss.

ii. MATS Requirements

In the Clean Air Act of 1990, Congress ordered EPA to investigate hazardous air pollutants
emitted by power plants, and to promulgate emissions standards for these pollutants if they
threatened public health. 42 U.S.C. § 7412(n)(1). Because coal power plants are dominant
sources of mercury, acid gases, and other highly toxic pollutants, EPA was obligated to issue
such standards, and finally did so in 2012, 22 years later. See 77 Fed. Reg. 9,304 (Feb. 16,
2012).



The final MATS rule issued in response to this Congressional mandate requires operators to
control mercury and acid gases. A smoke stack scrubber can be required to comply with EPA’s
control requirements. In EPA’s analysis of facility compliance options, it presumed that coal
plants emitting more than 2 lbs/MMBtu of SO, would have to install scrubbers to comply with
the standard. 77 Fed. Reg. at 9,412. As we note above, Lansing Smith emits more than twice
this amount, and Scholz emits three times this threshold quantity. As such, scrubbers will very
likely be required at these plants in order to comply with MATS.

The Clean Air Act requires that existing sources comply with MATS “as expeditiously as
practicable, but in no event later than 3 years after the effective date” of the standard. 42
U.S.C. § 7412(i)(3). Because MATS was promulgated and effective on February 16, 2012, plants
must comply by that date in 2015. Although limited compliance extension of up to 1-2
additional years may be available in some limited circumstances, see id., these extensions are
disfavored.

Accordingly, as Gulf Power recognizes, MATS “may severely restrict Gulf’s coal-fired
generation or completely eliminate the generation produced by Gulf’s coal-fired units at Plants
Smith and Scholz by as early as 2015.” Gulf Plan at 3.

iiii. Regional Haze Requirements

Since 1977, the Clean Air Act has required EPA and the states to make “reasonable
progress” towards restoring natural visibility in Class | areas — which are essentially national
parks and wildernesses. See 42 U.S.C. § 7491. EPA’s rules to address regional haze,
promulgated in 1999, are now being implemented. Florida is the process of a SIP revision
intended to protect Class | areas affected by sources in the state. See FL DEP, Regional Haze
Plan for Florida Class | Areas (Draft as amended May 2012).> Gulf Power has already
determined that this rule, alone, may lead it to retire the Lansing Smith facility.

The regional haze rule requires that Florida impose controls at all sources of visibility-
impairing pollutants to the extent such controls will be needed to make reasonable progress
towards restoring natural visibility by 2064. See 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(d)(3). The Act and the Rule
also require sources which were in existence by August 7, 1977, but which had not been in
operation before August 7, 1962, to install “the best available retrofit technology” (BART) to
control visibility-impairing pollutants. 42 U.S.C. § 7491(b)(2)(A) & 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(e). FL DEP
has determined that the Crist facility is subject to reasonable progress analysis and that Lansing
Smith is subject to BART. See FL Draft Regional Haze Plan at 98 & 102.

FL DEP had planned to rely upon a separate EPA SO, trading program, the Clean Air
Interstate Rule (“CAIR”) to address these requirements, but CAIR has been replaced with a new
program which does not control SO, in Florida. See 77 Fed. Reg. 31,240, 31,248 (May 25, 2012).
As such, FL DEP is reanalyzing control options and will have to consider source-specific control

3 Available at http://www.dep.state.fl.us/air/rules/regulatory/regional haze imp.htm.
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requirements for Crist and Lansing Smith. Scholz should also be implicated in this re-analysis
because FL DEP had previously excluded relatively small facilities largely because it assumed
CAIR would address most SO, emissions. Now that CAIR is no longer available, Scholz will have
to be analyzed as well. Thus, as a result of these analyses, FL DEP will have to address SO,
emissions, in some fashion, from all of Gulf Power’s coal plants.

These controls are likely to drive scrubber requirements (and other controls or
operating restrictions at scrubbed plants like Crist) because, according to FL DEP, SO, is the
dominant source of visibility-impairing pollution in Florida. See, e.g., FL Draft Regional Haze
Plan at 91-92. Thus, these rules, too, are highly likely to drive scrubber requirements at the
Lansing Smith facility.

Gulf Power has admitted as much to FL DEP. In a “BART Implementation Plan”
submitted to DEP on May 21, 2012%, it indicated that it will complete a BART analysis for
Lansing Smith, and that it will decide, by January 1, 2015, whether to install a scrubber on the
plant by 2018 (or later), “commit to retire the operation of Smith Unit 1 by January 1, 2022 and
Smith Unit 2 before January 1, 2021,” or to seek permit levels by 2015 reducing plant
operations below BART emissions limits. Gulf BART Plan at 2. Because BART determinations
will be approved within the next year, it is not at all clear how Gulf Power expects to run its
plants until the early 2020s. Retirement within the next few years is the more likely option.

iv. Scrubber Costs

We have calculated the approximate cost of installing and running scrubbers (at 90%
efficiency, a level which would likely be required, at a minimum, to meet the requirements of
all three relevant rules) at Lansing Smith and Scholz, based upon the EPA’s Integrated Planning
Model and a scrubber-focused appendix developed by Sargent & Lundy.® This model predicts
that the capital costs for fitting Lansing Smith Units 1 and 2 with scrubbers at $234 million. The
incremental costs (including running costs) of these upgrades would be $43.1/MWh annually.
Gulf Power would no doubt seek to pass these costs on to rate-payers if it opted to continue to
run the plant, rather than to retire it.

Scrubber costs for Scholz are also very high. Using the same government modeling, we
calculated that scrubbers for Scholz units 1 & 2 would cost $106 million to install, yielding a
$243.5/MWh spike in incremental costs.

These figures do not include the incremental costs of effluent controls for scrubber
waste. Any such additional upgrades would, of course, add to these costs, as would any
additional measures required at Crist to bring that facility into compliance. The expenditures
are extraordinarily high simply in order to extend the lives of these decades-old, expensive,
coal-fired power plants. Gulf Power is unlikely to make them and, we submit, it would not be

* Attached as Ex. 3.
> All modeling parameters can be found at http://www.epa.gov/airmarkt/progsregs/epa-ipm/BaseCasev410.html.
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appropriate for the Commission to authorize such costs where less expensive options are
available.

B. Other Environmental Liabilities

As Gulf Power acknowledges, Gulf Plan at 3, scrubber costs are not the only liabilities it
faces. There are also pending rules requiring upgrades to coal plant cooling water systems, see
76 Fed. Reg. 22,174 (Apr. 20, 2011), better handling and disposal practices for coal combustion
waste, see 75 Fed. Reg. 35,128 (June 21, 2010), and new treatment systems for liquid effluent
discharges,6 all of which are likely to be finalized in the next two years. EPA is also updating the
NAAQS for particulate matter and for ozone. Moreover, EPA has recently proposed carbon
controls for new electricity generating units. See 77 Fed. Reg. 22,39 (Apr. 13, 2012). Once
finalized, these rules will obligate EPA to extend carbon controls to existing facilities, including
Gulf Power’s fleet. See 42 U.S.C. § 7411(d). The cumulative impact of these liabilities on Gulf
Power will be large. Indeed, according to Gulf, “the additional costs to comply with the final
versions of EPA’s proposed water quality and coal combustion by-product rules” alone “may
result in total combined compliance costs that render controlled coal-fired operations
uneconomical in the long term.” Gulf Plan at 3.

Coal ash costs will be particularly pressing for Gulf Power. According to the Toxic Release
Inventory, its Lansing Smith facility discharged 520,281 pounds of ash to its impoundment in
2006, a typical year, making Lansing Smith the 57" largest source of ash in the country and the
second largest sources in Florida.” Highly troublingly, carcinogenic hexavalent chromium, which
leaches from coal ash, has been found in groundwater wells near Lansing Smith at over 5,000
times safe levels (as determined by California for its drinking water goals), and above federal
standards.® Clean-up costs for this contamination, including halting wet storage of ash, will be
yet another substantial expense for the plants.

C. Likely Retirements

The cumulative compliance costs from all the rules which apply to Gulf Power’s fleet are
very large. Upon reviewing them, and considering the wide availability of more inexpensive
power sources, Gulf Power is highly likely to follow industry trends towards coal retirement.

Coal use is falling quickly, in response both to the cost of pollution controls and to national
economic trends, including the growth of inexpensive wind power and the boom in shale gas
production. As EPA has recently documented, “all indications suggest that very few new coal-
fired power plants will be constructed in the foreseeable future.” 77 Fed. Reg. at 22,413, and
the Energy Information Administration (EIA) is documenting increasing retirements of existing
plants. In particular, the EIA’s Annual Energy Outlook for 2012 forecasts no new unplanned

® See EPA’s plans for this rule at http://water.epa.gov/scitech/wastetech/guide/steam _index.cfm
7 See Ex. 4, attached.
® Lisa Evans, EPA’s Blind Spot: Hexavalent Chromium in Coal Ash (2011) at 6, attached as Ex. 5.
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coal capacity through 2020. RIA at 5-5. EIA’s most recent Electric Power Monthly report
confirms that this trend continues. Thus far this year, none of the 5,627 MW of new units to
come online are coal-fired; instead, new capacity additions are largely in renewable power or
natural gas. EIA, Electric Power Monthly June 2012 at Table ES3.° Conversely, retirements to
date have been predominantly coal-fired units. See id. at Table ES4. Utilities across the country
have announced thousands of megawatts worth of coal retirements over the last few years.'°

Industry-wide levelized cost figures compiled by independent analysts demonstrate why
these retirements are occurring. The most recent (2011) edition of Lazard’s Levelized Cost of
Energy Analysis,'! a widely-used reference, shows that energy efficiency, wind, and natural gas
combined cycle levelized costs are already below those of coal, as the figure below
demonstrates.
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Under these circumstances, prudent operators are increasingly deciding not to impose
additional costs on their ratepayers by running coal-fired units with costly new pollution
technology. Instead, they are opting to retire older units and pursue cleaner, cheaper, energy
options. Gulf Power could, and should, decide to follow the same course.

D. Recommended Commission Action
Although Gulf Power has acknowledged that some retirements may occur, it nonetheless

“assume([s]” that Lansing Smith and Scholz “will be available to operate on coal throughout the
2012-2021 planning cycle.” Gulf Plan at 3. As we have demonstrated above, this assumption is

° Available at: http://205.254.135.7/electricity/monthly/pdf/epm.pdf.

% see, e.g., Progress Energy Press Release, “Progress Energy Carolinas to retire coal power plant ahead of
schedule” (Apr. 1, 2011) (recording the retirement of four North Carolina coal plants), available at
https://www.progress-energy.com/company/media-room/news-archive/press-
release.page?title=Progress+Energy+Carolinas+to+retire+coal+power+plant+ahead+of+schedule&pubdate=04-01-
2011; FirstEnergy Press Release, “FirstEnergy, Citing Impact of Environmental Regulations, Will Retire Six Coal-Fired
Power Plants” (Jan. 29, 2012) (announcing the retirement of six coal plants in Ohio), available at
https://www.firstenergycorp.com/content/fecorp/newsroom/news releases/firstenergy citingimpactofenvironm
entalregulationswillretiresixc.html; Environment News Service, “Dominion Virginia to Replace Coal Plants with Gas,
Nuclear” (Sept. 7, 2011) (documenting retirement of two Virginia coal plants), available at http://www.ens-
newswire.com/ens/sep2011/2011-09-07-091.html.

! Attached as Ex. 6.

$400



arbitrary and unsupportable: The compliance periods for the scrubber-forcing rules will run
within the next two years and retirements will very likely occur within that period, and certainly
will occur within the next decade. This error, and Gulf Power’s failure fully to address the
impacts of retirements upon its system and upon ratepayers, renders the draft plan
“unsuitable” as a planning document. See F.S. §186.801. The Commission, “may suggest
alternatives to the plan,” id., however, and may classify a plan as suitable upon the submission
of “additional data,” see F.A.C. § 25-22.071(5). We respectfully request that the PSC exercise its
authority to ensure that Gulf Power’s plan provides adequate data to allow the PSC and the
public to address these plant retirements.

Specifically, we submit that the Commission should seek the following information from
Gulf Power and require resubmission of a complete plan addressing these submissions:

1. The utility should provide an analysis of all environmental compliance obligations
which it will experience at all of its coal-fired facilities. For each requirement, the
utility should cite the relevant rule, explain how it is likely to apply to the plant, the
likely costs of compliance to the utility and to ratepayers, and the timeline on which
compliance will be required. The utility should also document any steps it has taken
to address these compliance obligations, and alternative steps it might take. For
instance, if the utility anticipates that it will have to install a scrubber to comply with
MATS, it should report to the Commission on scrubber installation and operation
costs, whether it has contracted to purchase a scrubber and on what timeline, and
what other options it has considered. See F.S. § 186.801 (requiring utilities to
document “[p]ossible alternatives to the proposed plan”).

2. The utility should provide a comparative analysis of compliance costs and the cost
costs of replacing the plant’s power through energy efficiency, demand response,
power purchase agreements, new generation facilities, or other means. See F.S.
§186.801 (requiring utilities to explain the impact of their plans on fuel diversity and
on the need for electric power in their regions). In light of this analysis, the utility
should indicate whether it intends to retire any facility, and on what timeline, and
the relative costs of retirement versus those of other options. If retirement has not
been selected but is being considered, the utility should indicate when the decision
will be made.

3. For any facility where retirement is possible, the utility should discuss how it intends
to address any reliability issues which may be caused by the retirement. The
Commission should play an active role in this regard, as it must maintain reliability of
the electric grid. See F.S. § 366.05(7)-(8) (authorizing the Commission to “require
reports from all electric utilities to assure the development of adequate and reliable
energy grids” and to order “installation and repair of necessary facilities” to address
reliability issues”). The Commission has determined that “[r]eserve margins in
Florida typically remain well above” relevant minimums through 2020, so system-
wide resource adequacy problems are unlikely, but the Commission may still need to
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address localized reliability issues. If such problems appear to be present, the
Commission should work proactively and transparently with the Florida Reliability
Coordinating Council to address them well in advance of any planned retirement.

We appreciate this careful consideration of Gulf Power’s environmental compliance options,
and any resulting plant retirements, and remind the Commission that such thorough analysis is
required to ensure that the Ten-Year Plan complies with legal requirements. We request that
the Commission share the results of its inquiry with us and with the public, and request formal
notice of the Commission’s next steps.

Please contact the undersigned with any concerns or questions.
Sincerely,

s/ Craig Holt Segall

Craig Holt Segall

Sierra Club Environmental Law Program
50 F St NW, Eighth Floor

Washington, DC, 20001

(202)-548-4597
Craig.Segall@sierraclub.org

Alisa Coe

Earthjustice

111 South Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32301

(850) 681-0031
acoe@earthjustice.org
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