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6 Q. Please state your name and business address. 

7 A. 

8 

My name is Korel M. Dubin, and my business address is 9250 West Flagler 

Street, Miami, Florida, 331 74. 

9 Q. 

10 A. 

11 

By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

I am employed by Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) as the Manager of 

Regulatory Issues in the Regulatory Affairs Department. 
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13 Q. 

14 A. 

15 

16 Q. 

17 A. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Have you previously filed testimony in this docket? 

Yes, I have. 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 

The purpose of my testimony is to comment on certain portions of the testimony 

of M C ' S  4!+ttwss By::  sxwe4&- Staff's witness Todd Bohrmann. 
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TESTIMONY OF TODD BOHRMANN 

Regarding item no. 6 on page 17 and specifically on page 15, line 4 of his 

testimony, Mr. Bohrmann states that the Commission should not allow the 

recovery of any incremental capital and O&M costs (e.g., personnel, 

computer hardware and software, allocated common costs) through the 

fuel clause. Such costs are "fuel procurement administrative functions" 

which the Commission has historically authorized the utilities to recover 

through its base rates as contemplated by Order No. 14546, in Docket No. 

850001-El-6, issued July 8,1986. Do you agree? 
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-FPL has already incurred development costs of 

approximately $1 million. FPL incurred these development costs in response to 

encouragement from the Commission at the March 13, 2001 Agenda Conference 

(addressing FPL’s Midcourse Correction) for investor-owned electric utilities to 

explore the possibilities of becoming more actively involved in hedging their fuel 

procurement, and from Staff through their several “strawman” proposals for 

hedging incentive mechanisms in this docket. I do not agree with Mr. 

Bohrmann’s characterization of these costs as simply “fuel procurement 

administrative functions”. Instead, the costs for which FPt  is seeking recovery 

are necessary and integral to the development and implementation of a hedging 

plan that provides fuel related benefits to FPL’s customers. Furthermore, the 
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Commission historically has allowed recovery of certain costs through the fuel 

cost recovery clause when these costs have been expended to provide fuel 

savings to customers. In Order No. 14546, the Commission described the types 

of costs recoverable through the fuel cost recovery clause. One of the types of 

recoverable costs was for the following: 

"Fossil fuel-related costs normally recovered through base rates but 

which were not recognized or anticipated in the cost levels used to 

determine current base rates and which, if expended, will result in fuel 

savings to customers. Recovery of such costs should be made on a case 

by case basis after Commission approval." 
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Q. 

A. Yes it does. 

Does that conclude your rebuttal testimony? 
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