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200 South Biscayne Boulevard 
Suite 4000 

Miami, FL 33131·2398 

305.577.7000 

IDA V IS 305.517.7001 Fax 
www.steelhector.com 

INTERNATIONALW 
John T. Butler, P.A. 
305.577.2939 

jtb@steelhector.com 

August 8, 2002 

-VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS-

Blanca S. Bay6 
Director, Commission Clerk and Administrative Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399·0850 

Re: Docket No. 020007-EI 

Dear Ms. Bay6: 

I am enclosing for filing in the above docket the original and seven (7) copies of Florida 
Power & Light Company's Petition for Approval of the Environmental Cost Recovery 
Estimated/Actual True-Up Amount for the Period January 2002 Through December 2002 and the 
Testimony and Exhibits of Korel M. Dubin and Randall R. LaBauve. Also enclosed is a diskette 
containing the electronic version of the petition. The enclosed diskette is HD density, the 
operating system is Windows 2000, and the word processing software in which the document 
appears is Word 2000. 

If there are any questions regarding this transmittal, please contact me at 305-577-2939. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
Docket No. 020007-E1 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been h i s h e d  by 
United States Mail this 8th day of August, 2002, to the following: 

Wm. Cochran Keating IV, Esq. 
Division of Legal Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Robert Vandiver, Esq. 
Office of Public Counsel 
11 1 West Madison Street 
Room 812 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Norman H. Horton, Esq. 
Floyd R. Self, Esq. 
Messer, Caparello & Self 
Attorneys for FPUC 
215 South Monroe St. #701 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Jeffrey A. Stone, Esq. 
Russell A. Badders, Esq. 
Beggs and Lane 
P. 0. Box 12950 
Attomeys for Gulf Power Corp. 
Pensacola, FL 32576 

- 

Thomas A. Cloud, Esq. 
Gray, Hams & Robinson, P.A. 
301 East Pine Street, Suite 1400 
Orlando, FL 32801 

Lee L. Willis, Esq. 
James D. Beasley, Esq. 
Ausley & McMullen 
Attorneys for TECO 
P. 0. Box 391 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

James A, McGee, Esq. 
Florida Power Corporation 
P. 0. Box 14042 
St. Petersburg, FL 33733 

Vicki Gordon Kaufinan, Esq. 
Joseph A. McGlothlin, Esq. 
McWhirter Reeves 
Attorneys for FIPUG 
117 South Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

John W. McWhirter, Jr., Esq. 
McWhirter, Reeves, McGothlin, 

Attorneys for FIPUG 
P. 0. Box 3350 
Tampa, FL 33601-3350 

Davidson, et al. 

Marlene Stem, Esq. 
Division of Legal Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Gunter Building, Room 370 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

John T. Butler, P.A. 



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

IN RE: Environmental Cost 
Recovery Clause 

) 
) 

Docket No. 020007-EI 
Filed August 9, 2002 

PETITION FOR APPROVAL OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
COST RECOVERY ESTIMATED/ACTUAL TRUE-UP 

AMOUNT FOR PERIOD JANUARY 2002 THROUGH DECEMBER 2002 

Florida Power & Light Company ("FPL") pursuant to Order No. PSC-93-1580-

FOF-EI, hereby petitions this Commission to approve the calculation of the 

Environmental Cost Recovery ("ECR") Estimated/Actual True-up underrecovery amount 

of $7,799,426 for the period January 2002 through December 2002. 

In support of this Petition, FPL incorporates the prepared written testimony of and 

documents sponsored by Ms. K. M. Dubin and Mr. R. R. LaBauve and states: 

1. Florida Statutes Section 366.8255, which became effective on April 13, 

1993, authorizes the Commission to review and approve the recovery of prudently 

incurred Environmental Compliance Costs. 

2. Order PSC-99-2513-FOF-EI issued on December 22, 1999, requires 

utilities to file their current period estimated/actual true-ups at least 90 days prior to the 

ECR clause hearing. 

3. FPL submits for recovery the Estimated/Actual True-up underrecovery of 

$7,799,426 for the January 2002 through December 2002 period, as set forth in the 

testimony and exhibits of Ms. K. M. Dubin and Mr. R. R. LaBauve. Pursuant to Order 

PSC-01-2463-FOF-EI, FPL has included actual costs for the period April 15, 2002 

through June 30, 2002 and revised estimates for the period July through December 

2002. Per Order No. PSC-99-0519-AS-EI, costs for the period January 1, 2002 through 
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April 14, 2002 were recorded in a non-recoverable account and are not being included 

for recovery through the ECR. 

4. Mr. R. R. LaBauve's prepared testimony and exhibit presents a new 

environmental compliance activity for recovery through the ECR: the Pipeline Integrity 

Management Program (the "PIM Program"). His testimony includes a description of the 

PIM Program, a copy of the regulation with which this program is intended to comply, the 

costs associated with the program, and a demonstration of the appropriateness of the 

program. This information shows that the PIM Program for which FPL requests 

authorization to recover are prudent and meet the requirements for recovery set forth in 

Section 366.8255, Fla. Statutes. 

5. The calculation of the ECR Estimated/Actual True-up amount for the 

period January 2002 through December 2002 is contained in Commission schedules 42-

IE through 42-8E which are attached as Appendix I to the prepared written testimony of 

FPL witness K. M. Dubin filed in Docket No. 020007-EI, and are incorporated herein by 

reference. 

WHEREFORE, FPL respectfully requests the Commission to approve the 

Environmental Cost Recovery Estimated/Actual True-up amount requested herein for 

the January 2002 through December 2002 period. 

DATED this 9th day of August, 2002. 

Respectfully submitted, 

STEEL HECTOR & DAVIS LLP 
215 South Monroe Street 
Suite 601 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-1804 
Attorneys for Florida Power & Light 

By: 
John T. Butler, P. A. 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION. 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

TESTIMONY OF KOREL M. DUBIN 

DOCKET NO. 020007-El 

August 9,2002 

Please state your name and address. 

My name is Kore) M. Dubin and my business address is 9250 West 

Flagler Street, Miami, Florida, 331 74. 

By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

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

Regulatory Issues in the Regulatory Affairs Department. 

Have you previously testified in this docket? 

Yes, I have. 

What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 

The purpose of my testimony is to present for Commission review and 

approval the Environmental Estimated/Actual True-up Costs associated 

with FPL Environmental Compliance activities for the period April 15, 

2002 through December 31,2002. 
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Have you prepared or caused to be prepared under your direction, 

supervision or control an exhibit in this proceeding? 

Yes, I have. The exhibit consists of eight documents, PSC Forms 42-1 E 

through 42-8E, included in Appendix I. Form 42-1 E provides a summary 

of the Estimated/Actual True-up amount for the  period April 15, 2002 

through December 31, 2002. Forms 42-2E and 42-3E reflect the 

calculation of the Estimated/Actual True-up amount for the period. Forms 

42-4E and 42-6E reflect the Estimated/Actual O&M and Capital cost 

variances as compared to original projections for the period. Forms 42- 

5E and 42-7E reflect jurisdictional recoverable O&M and Capital project 

costs for the Estimated/Actual period. Form 42-8E (pages 1 through 23) 

reflects return on capital investments, depreciation, and taxes by project. 

' 

What is the basis for the Estimated/Actual True-up amount that FPL 

is requesting for April 15,2002 through December 31,2002? 

In Order No. PSC-O1-2463-FOF-EI, the Commission approved the 

following stipulation concerning implementation of the  provision in FPL's 

1 999 Stipulation and Settlement Agreement concerning recovery of 

Environmental Compliance Costs: 

FPL should be required to follow the provisions of the 

stipulation in Order No. PSC-99-051 g-AS-EI, which state: 

"For 2002, FPL will not be allowed to recover any costs 

through the environmental cost recovery docket. FPL may, 

however, petition to recover in 2003 prudent environmental 

2 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

costs incurred after the expiration of the three-year term of 

this Stipulation and Settlement in 2002." FPL is authorized 

to recover these prudently incurred environmental costs in 

2003. Interest, however, will not accrue on these 

expenses. 

What is the EstimatedActual True-up amount that FPL is requesting 

for April 15,2002 through December 31,2002? 

The Estimated/Actual True-up amount for the period April 15, 2002 

through December 31, 2002 is an underrecovery of $7,799,426. Per 

Order No. PSC-01 -2463-FOF-EI1 this estimated/actual true-up 

underrecovery of $7,799,426 does not include interest. This 

underrecovery is shown on Form 42-1 E, Line 4. 

Please explain the calculation of the ECRC Estimated/Actual True-up 

amount you are requesting this Commission to approve. 

Forms 42-2E and 42-3E show the calculation of the ECRC 

Estimated/Actual True-up amount. The calculation for the 

Estimated/Actual True-up amount for the period April 15, 2002 through 

December 31,2002 is an underrecovery or $7,799,426 (Appendix I ,  Page 

4, line 5 plus line 6). 
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Are all costs listed in Forms 42-I€ through 42-8E attributable to 

Environmental Compliance projects previously approved by the- 

Commission? 

Yes, with the exception of the St. Lucie Turtle Net Project filed on June 18, 

2002, and the Pipeline Integrity Management Program Project presented 

in the testimony of R. LaBauve. 

On June 18,2002, FPL filed a Petition for Approval of Environmental Cost 

Recovery of the St. Lucie Turtle Net Project for the period April 15, 2002 

through December 31,2002. On July 3,2002, The Commission assigned 

Docket No. 020648-El to the Petition. The Staff Recommendation on this 

Docket is due August 22, 2002, and this issue will be addressed at the 

Agenda Conference on September 3,2002. Consistent with the Petition, 

FPL has included projected O&M costs of $15,000 and Capital costs of 

$17,975 for the period April 15, 2002 through December 2002 for this 

project. 

Additionally, FPL is requesting approval through the Environmental Cost 

Recovery Clause of the Pipeline Integrity Management Program Project. 

This new project is addressed in the direct testimony of FPL witness 

Randall LaBauve, which is being prefiled contemporaneously with this 

testimony. Based on the cost estimate contained in Mr. LaBauve’s 

testimony, FPL has included projected O&M costs of $100,000 for the 

period April 15,2002 through December 2002 for this project. 
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How do the EstimatedActual project expenditures for January 15, 

2002 through December 31, 2002 period compare with original- 

project ions? 

Form 42-4E (Appendix I, Page 7) shows that total O&M project costs were 

$351,477 or 9.1 % lower than projected and Form 42-6E (Appendix I, 

Page 10) shows that total capital investment project costs were $89,164 

or 2.0% lower than projected. Below are variance explanations for those 

O&M Projects and Capital Investment Projects with significant variances. 

Individual project variances are provided on Forms 42-4E and 42-6E. 

Return on Capital Investment, Depreciation and Taxes for each project for 

the EstimatedActual period are provided as Form 42-8E, pages 1 through 

23 (Appendix I, Pages 13 through 35). 

1. 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $15,852 or 0.8% higher than 

previously projected. This variance is primarily due to fluctuations in 

permit fees for 2002, which are based on tons of pollutants discharged 

from the fossil fuel fired power plants during the previous year. These 

emissions are proportionate to the amount of time and the type of fuel 

used at each plant. These variables fluctuate daily, based on weather 

conditions and fuel type. 

Air Operating Permit Fees (Project No. 1) - 0 & M 

2. Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems (Project No. 3a) - 
O & M  

5 
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Project expenditures are estimated to be $46,593 or 11.4% lower than 

previously projected. This variance is primarily due to a delay in the 

payment of the CEMS software support service contract. The original 

software vendor, KVB-Entertec, has been acquired by GE Energy Service 

and therefore the scheduled payment was not made to KVB-Entertec. 

FPL is in the final stages of negotiations with GE Energy Services to 

determine the terms and conditions of the software support contract. 

3. Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

(Project No. 5a) - O&M 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $20,640 or 42.8% higher than 

previously projected. The majority of the storage tank work was 

performed at the beginning of the year versus the latter part of the year, 

as originally projected. 

4. 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $25,000 or 71.4% lower than 

previously projected. This variance is primarily due to a decrease in 

projected costs associated with the preparation of a facility for an 

expected assessment by the EPA, which did not occur. These 

expenditures are contingent upon receiving notification from EPA of its 

intent to move forward with the process. 

RCRA Corrective Action (Project No. 13) - O&M 

5. NPDES Permit Fees (Project No. 14) - O&M 
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Project expenditures are estimated to be $13,500 or 45.0% higher than 

previously projected. This variance is primarily due to incurring costs for- 

a permit renewal for Cape Canaveral Plant in 2002 rather than 2003 as 

originally projected. Additionally, payments were made for sodium 

exemptions at Cape Canaveral Plant, Fort Myers Plant, and Fort 

Everglades Plant that were not included in the original projections. 

6. Disposal of Noncontainerized Liquid Waste (Project No. 17a) 

- O&M 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $33,268 or 12.7% lower than 

previously projected. This variance is primarily due to the deferral of the 

ash-processing project for Riviera Plant to 2003 due to conflicts in 

scheduling the ash press. This equipment separates ash from the water 

and is integral to the job. The ash press will not be available for use at 

the Riviera Plant until late December 2002. 

7. Substation Pollutant Discharge Prevention & Removal - 
Distribution (Project No. 1 sa) - O&M 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $321 ,I 04 or 26.4% lower than 

previously projected. This variance is primarily due to extremely heavy 

rains from the end of May to mid July, which prevented the completion of 

work related to the Distribution portion of the project. Deferrals of work in 

the Transmission portion of the project for operational reasons (see 

variance explanation for Project 19b below) prevented the shifting of 

7 
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unused funding and resources to that portion of the project 

8. Substation Pollutant Discharge Prevention & 

Transmission (Project Nou 19b) - O&M 

Removal - 

Project expenditures are estimated to be $88,240 or 13.5% lower than 

previously projected. Work on this project was deferred for operational 

reasons. 

To perform the planned project work, the equipment must be de- 

energized (clearances obtained) and taken out of service, thereby 

shutting down part of the electrical grid. Outside events can impact the 

ability to remove (de-energize) this equipment from the system. 

9. Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems (Project No. 3b) - 
Capital 

The variance of $50,494 or 4.0% lower than projected is due to the 

retirements resulting from the Ft. Myers and Sanford repowering projects 

that were not included in the original projections. By reducing net plant, 

these retirements caused both the annual depreciation and return on 

investment to be lower than projected. 

10. Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel Storage Tanks 

(Project No. 5b) - Capital 

The variance of $22,867 or 1.7% lower than projected is due to the 

8 
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11 Q. 

12 A. 

retirements resulting from the Ft. Myers and Sanford repowering projects 

that were not included in the original projections. By reducing net plant; 

these retirements caused both the annual depreciation and return on 

investment to be lower than projected. 

11. SO2 Allowances - Negative Return on Investment - Capital 

The variance of $35,621, or 46.4% higher than projected is due to higher 

than anticipated gains from the DOE sales of emission allowances in 

2002. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes, it does. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

TESTIMONY OF RANDALL R. LABAUVE 

DOCKET NO. 020007-El 

August 9,2002 

Please state your name and address. 

My name is Randall R. LaBauve and my business address is 700 

Universe Boulevard, Juno Beach, Florida 33408. 

By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

I am employed by Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) as Vice 

President of Environmental Services. 

. .  
Have you previously testified in predecessors to this docket? 

Yes, I have. 

Please describe your educational and professional background and 

experience. 

1 received a Bachelor of Arts degree in Psychologyfrom Louisiana State 

University in 1983 and a Juris Doctor degree from Louisiana State 

University in 1986. I joined FPL in 1995 as an Environmental Lawyer and 

in 1996 assumed the responsibility of Director of Environmental Services. 

1 
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In July of 2002, I assumed the responsibility of Vice President of 

Environmental Services. Prior to joining FPL I was the Director of- 

' Environmental Affairs for Entergy Services, Incorporated located in Little 

Rock, Arkansas and prior to that practiced law with Milling, Benson, 

Woodward, Hilliard, Pierson and Miller in New Orleans, Louisiana. 

I am responsible for directing the overall corporate environmental 

planning, programs, licensing, and permitting activities to ensure the basic 

objective of obtaining and maintaining the federal, state, regional and 

local government approvals necessary to site, construct and operate 

FPL's power plants, transmission lines, and fuel facilities and maintain 

compliance with environmental laws. 

Q. Have you prepared, or caused to be prepared under your direction, 

supervision or control, an exhibit in this proceeding? 

Yes, I have. The exhibit consists of Document RRL-1 - - U. S. Department 

of Transportation Regulation 49 CFR Part 195. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 

The purpose of my testimony is to present for Commission review and 

approval FPL's proposal to recover through the ECRC the costs 

associated with a new environmental activity, the Pipeline Integrity 

Management Program Project, as required by US. Department of 

Transportation Regulation 49 CFR Part 195. This regulation requires 

2 
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operators with 500 or fewer miles of regulated pipelines to establish a 

program for managing the integrity of pipelines that could affect high 

consequence areas if a leak or rupture occurs. The objective of this 

requirement is to improve the integrity of pipeline systems in the US. in 

order to protect public safety, human health, and the environment. 

Q. 

A. 

Please describe the law or regulation requiring this activity. 

On January 16,2002,49 CFR Part 195 was amended to include a Final 

Rule on Implementing Integrity Management. This Final Rule took effect 

on February 15, 2002. Per this regulation, all hazardous liquid pipelines 

and carbon dioxide pipelines with 500 or fewer miles of regulated 

pipelines that could affect high consequence areas must develop and 

implement a pipeline integrity management program. High consequence 

areas include populated areas defined by the US. Census Bureau as 

urbanized areas or places, unusually sensitive environmental areas, and 

commercially navigable waterways. 

Additionally, the regulation requires continual assessment and evaluation 

of pipeline integrity through inspection or testing, data integration and 

analysis, and follow-up remedial, preventative, and mitigative actions. 

Q. 

A. 

How does this new law or regulation affect FPL? 

FPL currently owns four hazardous liquid pipelines: the Martin 18 inch 

pipeline, the Martin 30 inch pipeline, the Manatee 16 inch pipeline, and 
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the Dania Spur 8 inch Pipeline, that are subject to this new rule and must 

comply with the new requirements. 

Q. 

A. 

Please describe the Pipeline Integrity Management Program Project. 

FPL is required to develop a written pipeline integrity management 

program for its hazardous liquid pipelines. This program must include the 

following elements: (1 ) a process for identifying which pipeline segments 

could affect a high consequence area; (2) a baseline assessment plan; 

(3) an information analysis that integrates all available information about 

the integrity of the entire pipeline and the consequences of a failure; (4) 

the criteria for determining remedial actions to address integrity issues 

raised by the assessments and information analysis; (5) a continual 

process of assessment and evaluation of pipeline integrity; (6) the 

identification of preventive and mitigative measures to protect the high 

consequence area; (7) the methods to measure the program’s 

effectiveness; (8) a process for review of assessment results and 

information analysis by a person qualified to evaluate the results and 

information; and, (9) record keeping. 

Q. 

A. 

What is a baseline assessment plan? 

A baseline assessment plan must include the inline inspection tool or 

hydrostatic pressure test method which is selected to assess the integrity 

of the pipeline, a schedule for completing the integrity assessment, an 

explanation of the assessment methods selected, and an explanation of 

4 
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risk factors considered in establishing the assessment schedule. 

Q. 

A. 

What is an information analysis? 

Periodic risk analyses must be performed on the integrity of each pipeline 

segment where all available information about the integrity of the entire 

pipeline and the consequences of a failure must be included. This 

includes information critical to determining the potential for, and the 

prevention of damage to the pipeline segment caused by third party 

damage (Le. excavation), threats to the pipeline from corrosion, defects, 

operator error, natural causes, consequences of a failure to the 

environment and the public, information on how a failure would affect an 

high consequence area, and pertinent data gathered from other 

inspections, tests, surveillance, and patrols. 

Q. What preventative and mitigating measures must be taken to protect 

the high consequence area? 

Measures must be taken to prevent and mitigate the consequences of a 

pipeline failure that could affect a high consequence area. A risk analysis 

of the pipeline segment must be conducted to identify additional actions 

to enhance public safety and environmental protection. These actions 

include, but are not limited to, implementing damage prevention best 

practices, better monitoring of cathodic protection where corrosion is a 

concern, establishing shorter inspection intervals, installing Emergency 

Flow Restricting Devices on the pipeline segment, modifying the systems 

A. 

5 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

that monitor pressure and detect ieaks, providing additional training to 

personnel on response procedures, conducting drills with local 

emergency responders, and adopting other management controls. 

In identifymg the need for additional preventative and mitigating measures, 

a means of leak detection is also required. An evaluation must be 

performed to address the likelihood of a pipeline release occurring and 

how a release could affect the high consequence area. 

Q. 

A. 

What processes are required to maintain a pipeline’s integrity? 

Development and implementation of the plan including all of the required 

components are required to maintain a pipeline’s integrity. After 

completing the baseline integrity assessment, the pipeline must be 

continually assessed at specified intervals and periodically evaluated for 

the integrity of each pipeline segment that could affect a high 

consequence area. Pipeline integrity must be assessed at intervals not 

to exceed five years, depending on the risk the pipeline poses to the high 

consequence area. 

. .  

Q. 

A. 

What are the compliance dates for this project? 

Each pipeline or pipeline segment that could affect a high consequence 

area must be identified by November 18,2002. 

A written integrity management program that addresses the risks on each 

6 
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segment of pipeline must be developed by February 18,2003. 

Fifty percent of the pipeline must be assessed on an expedited basis, 

beginning with the highest risk pipe. This expedited assessment must be 

completed to later than August 16,2005. 

Complete baseline assessments must be performed no later than 

February 17,2009. 

Has FPL estimated the cost of the proposed Project? 

Yes. FPL estimates total project costs for its four hazardous liquid 

pipelines at Martin (18” and 30”), Manatee and Dania Spur for 2002 

through 2004 to be approximately $1,560,000. Costs for 2005 through 

2009 will be based on the assessments and data gathered in 2002 

through 2004. On-going program development and implementation is 

estimated to cost approximately $1 50,000 of O&M per year, and baseline 

and on-going (every five years) assessments will cost approximately 

$1 00,000 of O&M per assessment. Total estimated O&M costs for 2003 

through 2004 are $400,000. Preventative measures to increase pipeline 

integrity in the form of leak detection will require capital expenditures. 

The initial capital projects that have been identified are metering for the 

Martin 30” pipeline and metering and SCADA (system control and data 

acquisition) for the Dania Spur pipeline. The associated costs are 

approximately $1,060,000 for 2003 through 2004. 
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Q. Has FPL estimated how much wirl be spent on the Pipeline Integrity 

Management Program Project in 2002? 

Yes. FPL’s O&M cost estimate is $1 00,000 for 2002. This estimate is for 

the development of the written Pipeline Integrity Management Plan and 

the identification of the high consequence areas. 

A. 

Q. Were there any costs for this project in the MFR’s that FPL filed in 

Docket No. 001 148-EI? 

A. No. 

Q. How will FPL ensure that the costs incurred are prudent and 

reasonable? 

A Request for Proposal (RFP) with detailed specifications will be issued 

for program development and will be awarded to the lowest bidder. In- 

house resources and current contracted resources will be utilized where 

practical and cost effective. Capital improvement bids will also be 

awarded through RFPs based on cost effectiveness. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

What alternatives did FPL consider? 

There are no alternatives to developing the above program, due to the 

prescriptive nature of the regulation. Hydrocarbon monitoring was 

considered as an alternative to metering but is significantly more 

expensive, and installation requires pipeline excavation which disrupts 

operations. 
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1 Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 

2 A. Yes, it does. 
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Form 42-1E 

Florida Power 81 Light Company 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 

Calculation of the Estimated 1 Actual True-up for the 
Period - April 15,2002 through December 31,2002 

Line - NO. 

1 Over/(Under) Recovery for the Current Period 
(Form 42-2E, Page 2 of 2, Line 5) 

2 Interest Provision 
(Form 42-3E, Page 2 of 2, Line 10) 

3 Sum of Current Period Adjustments 
(Form 42-2E, Page 2 of 2, Line IO) 

4 EstimatedActual True-up to be refunded/(recovered) in January 2003 
through December 2003 Period 

($7,799,426) 

$0 

$0 

($7,799,426) 

( Reflects Underrecovery 

2 



I 

F o ~  42-2E 
Page 1 of 2 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 
Calculation of the Estimated/Actual true-up Amount for the Period 
April 15.2002 through December 31.2002 

Line 
NO. - 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

ECRC Revenues (net of Revenue Taxes) 

True-up Provision (Order No. PSC-01-2463-FOF-El) 

ECRC Revenues Applicoble to Period (Lines 1 + 2) 

Jurisdictionat ECRC Cosfs 
a - 0&M Activities (Form 42-5A, Line 9) 
b - Capital Investment Projects (Form 42-7A. Line 9) 
c - Total Jurisdictional ECRC Costs 

Over/(Under) Recovely (Line 3 - Line 4c) 

Interest Provision (Form 42-3A, Line 10) 

Beginning Balance True-Up & Interest Provision 

a - Deferred True-Up from Jan to Dec 2001 
(Form 42-1A, Line 9) 

True-Up Collected /(Refunded) (See Line 2) 

End of Period True-Up (Lines 5+6+7+7a+8) 

Adjustments to Period Totat True-Up Including Interest 

End of Period Total Net True-Up (Lines 9+10) 

Junuuty February Murch April May June 

$0 SO $0 SO $0 $0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 55,363 101,438 119.124 
0 0 0 273,463 509,761 506,673 
0 0 0 328,826 61 1,199 625,797 

0 0 0 (328,826) (61 1,199) (625,797) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 (328.826) (940.025) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 (328,826) (940,025) (1,565.822) 0 0 

SO $0 $0 ($328.826) ($940,025) ($1,565,822) 

0 (328,826) (61 1.199) (625,797) 0 0 
NOTE: In accordance Wfth Order No. PSC-01-2463-FOF-El 
only 16/30 of April's costs are recoverable the ECRC. 



I 

F o ~  42-2E 
Page 2 of 2 

P 

Florida Power i% light Company 
Environmental Cost Recovery Ctause 
Calculation of the Esh”ctted/Actual True-up Amount for the Period 
Aprlll5.2002 through December 31.2002 

End of 
line 
No. 

1 

- 
ECRC Revenues (net of Revenue Taxes) 

2 Twe-up Provision (Order No. PSC-01-2463-FOF-El) 

3 ECRC Revenues Applicable to Period (Lines 1 + 2) 

4 Jutisdictional ECRC Costs 
a - O&M Activities (Form 42-5A, tine 9) 
b - Capital Investment Projects (Fom 42-7A, line 9) 
c - Total Jurisdictional ECRC Costs 

5 Over/(Under) Recovery (Line 3 - line 4c) 

6 Interest Provision (Form 42-3A, line 10) 

7 3eginning Balance True-Up & Interest Provision 

a - Deferred Tre-Up from Jan to Dec 2001 
(Form 42-1A, Line 9) 

8 true-Up Collected /(Refunded) (See tine 2) 

9 End of Period True-Up (Unes 5+6+7+7a+8) 

10 Adjustments to Period Total Tme-Up Including Interest 

1 1 End of Period Total Net True-Up (lines 9+ 10) 

NOTE In accordance with Order No. PSC-01-2463-FOF-El 
only 16/30 of Apdh costs are recoverable he ECRC. 

July August September October November December Amount 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 so $0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

128,040 64.524 93,657 309,288 251,092 2,356,007 3,478,533 
504.904 503.394 501,882 503.887 506.497 510,432 4,320.893 
632.944 567.91 8 595,539 81 3.1 75 757,589 2,866,439 7,799.426 

(632,944) (567.91 8) (595.539) (813.1 75) (757,589) (2,866,439) (7,799,426) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(1,565,822) (2 198,766) (2,766,684) (3,362,223) (4,175,398) (4,932,987) 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(2,198,766) (2,766,684) (3.36223) (4,175,398) (4,932,987) (7,799,426) (7,799,425) 

(s2.198.766) ($2,764,684) ($3,362,223) ($4,175,398) ($4,932,987) ($7,799,426) ($7,799,425) 

(632.944) (567.91 6) (595,539) (81 3,175) (757,589) (2866.439) 



I 

Form 42-3E 
Page 1 of 2 

Florida Power & light Company 
Envlronmenkt Cost Recovery Clause 
Calculdon of the Estimated/Actuaf True-up Amount for fhe Period 
April 15,2002 through December 31,2002 

Interest Provision (in Dollan) .* 

Line 
No. - 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Beginning True-Up Amount 
(Form 42-2A, lines 7 + 79 + 10) 

Ending True-Up Amount before interest 
(Line 1 + Form 42-2A. Unes 5 + 8)  

Total of Beginning & Ending True-Up (Lines 1 + 2) 

Average True-Up Amount (line 3 x 1 /2) 

Interest Rate (First bay of Reporling Month) 

Interest Rate (First Day of SUbS8qUenf Month) 

Total of Begfnning & Ending lnferest Rates (lines 5 + 6) 

Average Interest Rate (Line 7 x 1/2) 

Monthly Average Interest Rate (tine 8 x 1/12) 

Interest Provision for We Month (line 4 x Line 9) 

January February March April May June 

$0 $0 SO $0 ($328,826) ($940,025) 

0 0 0 (328,826) (940,025) (1,545,822) 

SO $0 $0 ($328,826) ($1,268,851) ($2,505847) 

$0 $0 $0 ($164,413) ($634,426) ($1,252,924) 

0.00000% o.ooo1x)% 0.00000% 0 . o m  0 . o m  0 00000% 

o.oo(3oo% 0.00000% 0.00000% o.omoo%2 0.00000% 0.00000% 

0.00000% 0.00000% 0.00000% 0.00000% 0.00000% 0.00000% 

0.00000% 0.00000% 0.00000% 0.00000% o.c"% 0.00000% 

0.00000% 0.00000% o.OOMXl% 0.00000% 0.00000% 0.00000% 

so $0 $0 $0 $0 SO 

** NOTE: In accordance with Order No. PSC-01-2463-FOF-El no 
interest Is ta be ccrlculded on the underrecovery during 2002. 



I 

Form 42-3E 
Page 2 of 2 

Florida Power & Light Company 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 
Calculation of the Estimated/Aclual True-up Amount for fhe Period 
April 15.2002 through December 31,2002 

Interest Provision (in Dollars) ** 

Line 
No. - 
1 Beginning True-Up Amount 

(Form 42-2A, Lines 7 + 7a + 10) 

2 Ending True-Up Amount before Interest 
(line 1 + Form 42-2A. Lines 5 + 8) 

3 Total of Beginning & Ending True-Up (Lines I + 2) 

4 Average True-Up Amount (line 3 x 1/2) 

5 Interest Rate (First Day of Reporting Month) 

6 Interest Rate (First Day of Subsequent Month) 

7 Total of Beginning & Ending Interest Rates (Lines 5 + 6) 

8 Average Interest Rate (Line 7 x 1 /2) 

9 Monthly Average Interest Rate (Line 8 x 1 / I  2) 

10 Interest Provision for the Month (Line 4 x Line 9)  

End of 
Period 

July August September October November December Amount 

($1.565.822) ($2.198.766) ($2.766.684) ($3,362,223) ($4,175,398) ($4,932,987) ($20,27U, 731) 

(2198.766) (2.766.684) (3,362,223) (4,175,398) (4,932,987) (7,799,426) (28,070,157) 

($3,764,588) ($4,965,450) ($6,128,907) ($7537,621) ($9,108,355) ($12,732,413) ($48,340,888) 

($1.882294 ($2,482,725) ($3,064,454) ($3.768.81 1) ($4,554,193) ($6,366,207) ($24,170,444) 

O O O I X %  O.OM300% O.OKXQ% O.OOUOO% 0.00096 0.00000% N/A 

0.00000% O.OOooo% 0.00000% 0.00000% 0.00000% 0.00000% N/A 

0.00000% 0.00000% 0.00000% 0.00000% O.OOooo% 0.00000% N/A 

0.- 0.0030% 0.00000% O . O D X I %  0.00000% O.OD"% N/A 

0.00000% 0.00000% 0.00000% 000000% O.OCOX% 0.00000% N/A 

$0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

* *  NOTE: In accordonce with Order No. PSC-01-2463-FOF-€1 no 
interest fs to be calculated on the underrecovery during 2002. 



Form 42-4E 

Line 
7 

1 Description of O&M Activities 

Florida Power & Liqht Company 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 

Calculation of the EstimatedActual True-Up Amount for the Period 
April 15,2002 - December 31,2002 

Variance Report of O&M Activities 
(in Dollars) 

1 
3a 
4a 
5a 

8a 
13 
14 
17a 
19a 

19b 

19c 

20 
NA 
21 
22 

Air Operating Permit Fees-O&M 
Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems-O&M 
Clean Closure Equivalency-O&M 
Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel 
Storage Tanks-O&M 
Oil Spill Cleanup/Response Equipment-O&M 
RCRA Corrective Action-O&M 
NPDES Permit Fees-O&M 
Disposal of Noncontainerized Liquid Waste-O&M 
Substation Pollutant Discharge Prevention & 
Removal - Distribution - 0&M 
Substation Pollutant Discharge Prevention 81 
Removal - Transmission - O&M 
Substation Pollutant Discharge Prevention & 
Removal - Costs Included in Base Rates 
Wastewater Discharge Elimination & Reuse 
Amorttzation of Gains on Sales of Emissions Allowances 

St. Lucie Turtle Net 
Pipeline Integrity Management 

2 Total O&M Activities 

3 Recoverable Costs Allocated to Energy 
4a Recoverable Costs Allocated to CP Demand 
4b Recoverable Costs Allocated to GCP Demand 

Notes: 
Column(1) is the 12-Month Totals on Form 42-5E 
Column(2) is the approved projected amount in accordance with 

Column(3) = Column(1) - Column(2) 
Column(4) = Column(3) / Column(2) 

FPSC Order No. PSC-01-2463-FOF-El 

(3) 
Estimated Original Variance 

Actual Projections Amount Percent 

$2,032,852 
$362,528 

$68,809 

$59,632 
$1 0,000 
$43,500 

$228,232 
$893,146 

$566,260 

($420 , 1 74) 

$0 

$0 
($452,345) 

$1 5,000 
$1 00.000 

$3,507,440 

$2,258,297 
$566,084 
$683,059 

$2,017,000 
$409,121 

$0 
$48,169 

$66,112 
$35,000 
$30,000 
$261,500 

$1,214,250 

$654,500 

($420,174) 

$0 

$0 
$22 

$3,858,917 

$2,331,35a 

($456,561) 

$523,396 
$1,004,163 

$1 5,852 
($46,593) 

$0 
$20,640 

($6,480) 

$1 3,500 
($33,26 8 )  

($321,104) 

($88,240) 

($25,000) 

$0 

$0 
$4,216 

$1 5,000 
$1 00,000 

($351,477) 

($73,061) 
$42,688 

($321 ,I 04) 

0.8% 
-1 1 -4% 
0.0% 

42.8% 

-9.8% 
-71.4% 
45.0% 

-1 2.7% 
-26.4% 

-13.5% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
-0.9% 

100.0% 
100.0% 

-9.1 Yo 

-3.1% 

. .  

8.2% 
-32.0 yo 
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Form 42-5E 
Page 1 of 2 

Line - 
1 

m 

2 

3 
4a 
4b 

5 
6a 
6b 

7 
8a 

Florida Power & Liaht ComDany 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 

Calculation of the EstimatedlActual True-Up Amount for the Period 
April 15,2002 - December 31,2002 

Description of O&M Activilies 
I Air Operating Permit Fees-O&M 
3a Continuous Emission Monitoring Sysfems-O&M 
4a Clean Closure Equivalency-O&M 
5a Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel 

8a Oil Spill Cleanup/Response Equipment-O&M 
13 RCRA Corrective Action-O&M 
14 NPOES Permit Fees-O&M 
17a Disposal of Noncontainerized Liquid Waste-O&M 
1% Substation Pollutant Discharge Prevention & 

Removal - Distribution - O&M 
19b Substation Pollutant Discharge Prevention & 

Removal - Transmission - O&M 
19c Substation Pollutant Discharge Prevention & 

Removal - Costs included in Base Rates 
20 Wastewater Discharge Elimination & Reuse 
NA Amortizaton of Gains OR Sales of Emissions Allowances 
21 St. Lucie Turtle Net 
22 Pipeline Integrity Management 

Total of O&M Activities 

Recoverable Costs Allocated to Energy 
Recoverable Costs Allocated to CP Demand 
Recoverable Costs Allocated to GCP Demand 

Storage Tanks-O&M 

Retail Energy Jurisdictional Factor 
Retail CP Demand Jurisdictional Factor 
Retail GCP Demand Jurisdictional factor 

Jurisdictional Energy Recoverable Costs (A) 
Jurisdictional GP Demand Recoverable Costs (8) 

8b Jurisdictional GCP Demand Recoverable Costs (C) 

9 Total Jurisdidonal Recoverabte Costs for O&M 
Activities 

Notes: 
(A) Line 3 x Line 5 
(e) Line 4a x Line 6a 
(C) Line 4b x Line 6b 

O&M Activities 
(in Dollars) 

End 
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual 6-Month 

Sub-Total JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN 

$0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

$0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

$0 s 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

3,562 $ 
7,490 

0 
2,253 

3,115 
0 
0 

11,714 
51,306 

33,030 

(46,686) 

0 
(10,142) 

0 
0 

6,145 $ 
20,980 

0 
3,786 

3,250 
0 

13,500 
2,927 

154,037 

83,018 

(4 6,686) 

0 
(1 39,880) 

0 
0 

6,145 $ 15,852 
16,204 44,674 

0 0 
28,766 34,805 

6,598 12,963 
0 0 
0 f3,500 

1,591 16,232 
108,303 31 3,646 

41,716 157,764 

(46,686) (140,058) 

0 0 
(43,189) 0 (193,211) 0 

$0 $0 $0 $ 55,642 $ 101,077 $ 119,448 $ 276,167 

$0 $0 $0 $16,484 ($101,988) ($1 1,238) $ (96,741) 
$0 $0 $0 $11,195 $72,371 $45,726 $ 129,291 
$0 $0 $0 $ 27,963 $ 130,694 $ 84,960 $243,617 

98.96163% 98.96163% 98.96163% 98.96163% 98.96763% 98.96163% 
99.03598% 99.03598% 99.03598% 99.03598% 99.03598% 99.03598% 
100.00000% 100.00000% 100.00000% 100.00000~! 100.00000% 100.00000% 

$0 $0 $0 $16,313 ($100,929) ($11,121) ($95,737) 

$0 $0 $0 $27,963 $130,694 $84,960 $243,617 
$0 $0 $0 $1 1,087 $71,673 $45,285 $1 28,045 

Totals may not tie due to rounding. 
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Form 42-5E 
Page 2 of 2 

Line - 
1 Description of O&M Activities 

1 Air Operating Permit Fees-O&M 
3a Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems-O&M 
4a Clean Closure Equivalency-O&M 
5a Maintenance of Statianaiy Above Ground Fue 

8a Oil Spill CleanupResponse Equipment-O&M 
13 RCRA Corrective Action-O&M 
14 NPDES Permit Fees-O&M 
17a Disposal of Noncantainerized Liquid Waste-O&M 
19a Substation Pollutant Discharge Prevention & 

Removal - Distribution - O&M 
19b Substation Pollutant Discharge Prevenlion & 

Removal - Transmission - O&M 
19c Substation Pollutant Oischarge Prevention & 

Removal - Costs included in Base Rates 
20 Wastewater Discharge Elimination & Reuse 
NA Amortization of Ciains on Sales of Emissions Allowances 
21 St. Lucie Turtle Net 
22 Pipeline Integrity Management 

Storage Tanks-O&M 

2 Total of O&M Activities 

3 Recoverable Costs Allocated to Energ) 
4a Aecoverabb Costs Allocated to CP Demanc 
4b Recoverable Costs Allocated to GCP Demanc 

5 Retail Energy Jurisdictional Factor 
6a Retail CP Demand Jurisdictional Factor 
6b Retail GCP Demand Jurisdictional Factor 

7 Jurisdictional Energy Recoverable Costs (A. 
8a Jurisdictional CP Demand Recoverable Costs (B: 
8b Jurisdictional GCP Demand Recoverable Costs (C; 

9 Total Jurisdictional Recoverable Costs for O&h, 
Activities 

Florida Power & Liaht ComDanv 
Environmental Cast Recovery Clause 

Calculation of the Estimated/Adual True-Up Amount for the Period 
April 15,2002 - December 31,2002 

O&M Activities 
(in Dollars) 

Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated 6-Month 12-Month Method of Classificatior 
Total CP Demand QCP Demand Energy JUL AUG SEP 0C-r NOV DEC Sub-Total 

- $ 2.0f7.000 $ 2,017,000 $ 2,032,852 $ 2,032,852 $ - $  - $  - $  - $  
63,838 

0 
5,666 

7.777 
10,000 
15,000 
23,000 
14,920 

79,084 

( w w  

(4.31 89) 

0 

0 
0 

29,674 
0 

5,666 

7,n7 
0 
0 

18,000 
14,920 

79,084 

(46,686) 

0 

0 
0 

(w 89) 

37,106 
0 

5,666 

7,777 
0 
0 

30,000 
14,920 

79,084 

(4,686) 

0 
(431 89) 
10,000 

0 

71,268 
0 

5,666 

7,777 
0 
0 

38,000 
230,420 

47,084 

(46,686) 

0 

0 
(43.1 89) 

37,106 
0 

5,666 

7,777 
0 

15,000 
35,OM 

166,420 

75,080 

(46,686) 

0 

0 
(431 89) 

78,862 
0 

5,674 

7,784 
0 
0 

68,000 
137,900 

49,080 

(46,686) 

0 

5.000 
( e 1  89) 

31 7,854 
0 

34,004 

46,669 
1 0,000 
30,000 

212.000 
579,500 

408,496 

(280.1 16) 

0 
(259,134) 

15,000 

362,528 
0 

68,809 

59,632 
10,000 
43,500 

228,232 
893,146 

566.260 

(420,174) 

0 
(452,341 

15,000 

68,809 

10,000 
43,500 

522,702 

(1 93,926) 

0 

1 5,000 

362,528 

59.632 

228,232 
893,146 

43,558 

(210,087) (36,161) 

(452,345) 

0 0 100,000 t 00,000 100,000 100.000 
$ 129,410 $ 65,246 $ 94,678 $ 310,340 $ 252,174 $ 2,379,425 $ 3,231,273 $ 3,507,440 $ 566,084 $ 683,059 $ 2,258,297 

$ 55,714 $ 16,550 $ 35,982 $ 75,682 !$ 40,674 $ 2,130,437 $ 2,355,038 $ 2,258,297 
$ 82,119 $ 57,119 $ 67,119 $ 27.581 $ 68,423 $ 134,431 $ 436,793 $ 566,084 
$ (8,423) $ (8,423) $ (8,423) $ 207.077 $ 143,077 $ 114,557 $ 439,442 $ 683,059 

98 961 63% 98 961 63% 98.961 63% 98.961 63% 98 961 63% 98 961 63% 
99 03598% 99.03598% 99.03598% 99 03598% 99.03598% 99 03598% 
10000000% 10000000% 10000000% 100oooo0% 100oooo0% 100.M)000% 

55,135 $ 16,378 $ 35,608 $ 74,896 $ 40,251 $ 2,108,315 $ 2,330,583 $ 2,234,846 
$ 81,328 $ 56,569 $ 66,472 $ 27,315 $ 67,764 $ 133,135 $ 432,583 $ 560,628 

($8,423) ($8.423) $ (8,423) $ 207,077 $ 143,077 $ 114,557 $ 439,442 $ 683,059 

$ 128,040 $ 64,524 $ 93,657 $ 309,288 $ 251,092 $ 2,356,007 $ 3,202,608 $ 3,478,533 

NOfC?S. 

(A) Line 3 x Line 5 
(a) Line 4a x Line 6a 
(C) Line 4t1 x Line 6b 

Totals may not tie due to rounding. 



Form 42-6E 

Line 

Florida Power €k Llqht ComPanv 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 

Calculation of the Estimated/Actual True-Up Amount for the Period 
April 15,2002 - December 31,2002 

Variance Report of Capital Investment Projects-Recoverable Costs 
(in Dollars) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Estimated Original Variance 

Actual Projections Amount Percent 

1 Description of Investment Projects 
2 Low NOx Burner Technology-Capital 
3b Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems-Capital 
4b Clean Closure Equivalency-Capital 
5b Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel 

Storage Tanks-Capital 
7 Relocate Turbine Lube Oil Underground Piping 

to Above Ground-Capital 
8b Oil Spill Cleanup/Response Equipment-Capital 
10 Relocate Storm Water Runoff -Capital 
NA SO2 Allowances-Negative Return on Investment 
12 Scherer Discharge Pipeline-Capital 
17b Disposal of Noncontainerized Liquid Wate-Capital 
20 Wastewater Discharge Elimination & Reuse 
21 St. Lucie Turtle Net 

$ 1,559,050 $ 1,552,832 $ 
1,2 13,310 1,263,804 

4,561 4,544 
1,317,287 1,340,154 

2,533 2,523 

96,561 102,Oi 8 
8,75 1 8,716 

(1 12,427) (76,806) 
67,190 66,925 
38,511 38,356 

151,746 151,146 
17.975 0 

6,218 

17 
(22,867) 

(50,494) 

10 

(5,457) 
35 

(35,621 ) 
265 
155 
600 

17.97s 

0.4% 
-4.0% 

-1.7% 
0.4% 

0.4% 

-5.3% 
0.4% 

46.4% 
0.4% 
0.4% 
0.4% 

100.0% 

2 Total Investment P rojects-Recoverable Costs $ 4,365,048 $ 4,454,212 $ (89,164) -2.0% 

3 Recoverable Costs Allocated to Energy 
4 Recoverable Costs Allocated to Demand 

$ 2,791,096 $ 2,871,706 $ (80,610) -2.8% 
$ 1,573,952 $ 1,582,506 $ (8,554) -0.5% 

Notes: 
Column(1) is the 12-Month Totals on form 42-7E 
Column(2) is the approved projected amount in accordance with 

Column(3) = Column(1) - Column(2) 
Column(4) = Column(3) / Column(2) 

FPSC Order No. PSC-01-2463-FOF-El 
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Line - 
1 Description of Investment Projects (A) 

2 Low NOx Burner Technology-Capital 
3b Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems-Capital 
4b Clean Closure Equivalency-Capital 
5b Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel 

7 Relocate Turbine Lube Oil Underground Piping 

8b Oil Spill Cleanup/Response Equipment-Capital 
10 Relocate Storm Water Runoff-Capital 

NA SO2 Allowances-Negative Retum on Investment 
12 Scherer Discharge Pipeline-Capital 
17 Disposal of NonContainerized Liquid Waste-Capital 
20 Wastewater Discharge Elimination and Reuse 
21 St. Lucie Turtle Net Project 

Storage Tan ks-Capital 

to Above Ground-Capital 

2 Total Investment Projects - Recoverable Costs 

Form 42-7E 
Page 1 of 2 

Florida Power & Liqht Company 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 

Calculation of the Estimated/Actual True-Up Amount for the Period 
April 15,2002 - December 31,2002 

Capital Investment Projecrs-Recoverable Costs 
(in Dollars) 

3 Recoverable Costs Allocated to Energy 
4 Recoverable Costs Allocated to Demand 

5 Retail Energy Jurisdictional Factor 
6 Retail Demand Jurisdictional Factor 

7 Jurisdictional Energy Recoverable Costs (B) 
8 Jurisdictional Demand Recoverable Costs (C) 
9 Total Jurisdictional Recoverable Costs for 

Investment Projects 

6-Month 
Sub-Total 

Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual 
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$99,471 
77,110 

290 
82,596 

161 

6,059 
553 

(6,317) 
4,254 
2,476 
9,606 

$1 85,606 $1 84,703 
143,967 143,392 

540 539 
154,634 154,394 

30 1 300 

11,232 
1 , 034 1,031 

(1 2,928) (1 4,152) 
7,952 7,928 

17,958 17,903 

1 1,296 

4,6 12 4,582 

$469,780 
364,469 
1,369 

391,624 

762 

28,587 
2,618 

(33,397) 
20,134 
11,670 
45,467 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$0 $0 $0 $ 276,259 $ 514,972 $ 511,852 $ 1,303,083 

$0 $0 $0 $ 178,417 $ 331,901 $ 329,167 $ 839,485 
$0 $0 $0 $ 97,842 $ 183,071 $ 182,685 $ 463,598 

Notes: 
(A) Each project’s Total System Recoverable Expenses on Form 42-8E, l ine 9 
(B) Line 3 x Line 5 
(C) tine 4 x Line 6 

$0 $ 176,565 $ 328,455 $ 325,749 $ 830,768 
$0 $0 $0 $ 96,898 $ 181,306 $ 180,924 $ 459,129 
$0 $0 

$0 $0 $0 $ 273,463 $ 509,761 $ 506,673 $ 1,289,897 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 



I 

Line - 
1 Description of Investment Projects (A) 

2 Low NOx Burner Technology-Capital 
3b Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems-Capital 
4b Clean Closure Equivalency-Capital 
5b Maintenance of Stationary Above Ground Fuel 

7 Relocate Turbine Lube Oil Underground Piping 

8b Oil Spill CleanupFtesponse Equipment-Capita! 
10 Relocate Storm Water Runoff-Capital 
NA SO2 Allowances-Negative Return on Investment 
12 Scherer Oischarge Pipeline-Capital 
17 Disposal of Noncontainerized Liquid Waste-Capital 
20 Wastewater Discharge Elimination and Reuse 
21 St. Lucie Turtle Net 

Storage Tanks-Capital 

to Above Ground-Capital 

2 Total Investment Projects - Recoverable Casts 

3 Recoverable Costs Allocated to Energy 
4 Recoverable Costs Allocated to Demand 

lu 

5 Retail Energy Jurisdictional Factor 
6 Retail Demand Jurisdictional Factor 

7 Jurisdictional Energy Recoverable Casts (E) 
8 Jurisdictional Demand Recoverable Costs (C) 

9 Total Jurisdictional Recoverable Costs for 
lnves tmen t Projects 

Form 42-7E 
Page 2 of 2 

Florida Power & Lisht Company 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 

Calculation of the Estimated/Actual True-Up Amount for the Period 
April 15,2002 - December 31,2002 

Capital Investment Projects-Recoverable Costs 
(in Dollars) 

Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated 6-Month 12-Month Method of Classification 
JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC Sub-Total Total Demand Energy 

$1 83,801 
142,817 

537 
154,153 

298 

11,168 
1,029 

(14,041) 
7,904 
4,550 

17,849 
a 

$182,898 
142,280 

535 
1 53,848 

297 

11,154 
1,026 

(13,693) 
7,879 
4,520 

17,795 
0 

$181,996 
141,742 

533 
153,543 

296 

11,140 
1,023 

(1 3,345) 
7,855 
4,489 

17,740 
0 

$181,094 
141,205 

531 
153,239 

295 

11,075 
1,021 

(1 2,998) 
7,830 
4,458 

17,686 
3.600 

$1 80,192 
1 40,667 

529 
152,934 

293 

11,628 
1,018 

(1 2,650) 
7,806 
4,427 
17,632 
7.1 94 

$1 79,28 9 
140,130 

527 
157,946 

292 

11,809 
1,016 

(1 2,303) 
7,782 
4,397 

17,577 
7.181 

$1,089,270 

$3,192 
$925,663 

$1,771 

$67,974 
$6.1 33 

($79,030) 
$47,056 
$26,841 

$106.279 

$840,841 
$1,559,050 
$1,213,310 

$4,561 
$1,317,287 

$2,533 

$96,561 

($1 12,427) 
$67,190 
$38,511 

$1 51,746 
$17.975 

$8,751 

4,210 
1,215,957 

2,338 

89,133 
8,078 

62,022 

140,073 
35,549 

$1,559,050 
1 ,21 3,310 

351 
101,330 

195 

7,428 
673 

(1 12,427) 
5,168 
2,962 

11,673 - 
$1 7,975 - I  16,592 1,383 

$ 510,065 $ 508,539 $ 507,012 $ 509;036 $ 5111670 $ 5151643 $ 3,061,965 $ 4,365,048 $ 1,573,952 $ 2,791,096 3% 

$ 327,768 $ 326,643 $ 325,518 $ 324,665 $ 323,860 $ 323,157 $ 1,951,611 $ 2,791,096 $4,365,048 
$ 182,297 $ 181,896 $ 181,494 $ 184,371 $ 187,810 $ 192,486 $ 1,110,354 $ 1,573,952 $4,365,048 

:“ki;: *, 

98.96163% 98.961 63% 98.961 63% 9 a . g m m  98.961 ~i3%. 98.961 63% 
99.03598% 99.03598% 99.03598% 99.03598% 99.03598% 99.03598% 

$ 324,365 $ 323,251 $ 322,137 $ 321,294 $ 320,497 $ 319,801 $ 1,931,346 $ 2,762,114 

$ 180,539 $ 180,142 $ 179,745 $ 182,593 $ 186,000 $ 190,631 $ 1,099,650 $ 1,558,779 

$ 504,904 $ 503,394 $ 501,882 $ 503,887 $ 506,497 $ 510,432 $ 3,030,996 $ 4,320,893 

Notes: 
(A) Each projecl’s Total System Recoverable Expenses on Form 42-8E, Line 9 
(B) Line 3 x Line 5 
(C) Line 4 x Line 6 

Totals may no1 add due to rounding. 
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I 

Llne - 
1. Investments 

a. ExpenditureslAddifions 
b. Clearings to Plant 
c. Retlrements 
d. Other(A) 

2. Plant-ln-ServicelDeprecialion Base 
3. Less: Accumulated Oepreclotion (B) 
d. CWlP - Non Interest Bearlng 

5. Net Investment (Llnes 2 - 3 + 4) 

6. Average Net tnvestment 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 
a. 
b. 

Equity Component grossed up for taxes (C> 
Debt Component (Llne 6 x 2.5471% x 1/12) 

8. investment Expenses 
a. Depreclation (0) 
b. Amortizatlon 
c. Dtsmontlement 
d. Property Expenses 
e. Other(E) 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Unes 7 & 8) 

-- 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 

For the Perlod July through December 2002 

Return on Capltol Investments, Deprecldion and Taxes 
Fnr PrQjert. Lnw NOx l b K n e r X W w )  

(in Dollars) 

Form 42-8E 
Page 2 of 23 

Beginning 
of Perlod July August September October November December Twefve Month 
Amount Estlmoted Estimated Estlmated Estimated Estimated Estlmated Amount 

$0 SO so so $0 $0 so 

$17.61 1.468 17.61 1.468 17.61 1.468 17,611,468 17.61 1,468 17.61 1.468 17,611,468 nla 
0,646,593 8.758.685 8.870.777 8,982,869 9,094,941 9.207.053 9.319.144 nlo 

~ ~~ 

n/a $8,964,875 $8.852.783 $8,740,691 S8.628.599 58,516,507 $8.404.415 S8.292.324 

8,908,829 0.796.737 0.684.645 8,572.553 8,460,461 8,346,370 

52-79? 52,135 51.470 50.806 50,142 49.477 637.575 
18.91 0 10.672 18.434 18,196 17.958 1 7.720 228,344 

1 12,092 1,345,102 1 12.092 1 12,092 1 12,092 1 12,092 1 12,092 

S183.801 $182.896 $181.996 $181,094 $180,192 $179,289 $2,211,021 

Notes: 
(4 NIA 
(E) NIA 
(C) The gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, whlch reflects Me Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%: the monthly Equlty Component of 4.3685% reflects a 11% rehm on equity. 
(0) Deprecidon expense Is calculated uslng the appropriate slte ond account rates, Half month deprecfutlon Is calculated on oddltlans closlng to Plant In Senrice durlng the month. 

Depreclation and return are calculated and recorded on a one month lag due to the tlmlng of the month end closlng. Amounts recorded and shown above app!y to prior month octl 
(0 In June and July depreclatlon expense of $28.528.50 was Inadvertently omltted from the Low Nox total. This error was corrected In August ($28.258.50 x 2 = $57.057) 

Totals may not add due to roundlng. 



I 

Form 42-8E 
Page 3 of 23 

Line - 
1 .  Investments 

a. ExpendituieslAdditions 
b. Cleotlngs to Plant 
c. Retirements 
d. Other(A) 

2. Plant-in-SewicelDepreciation 8ose 
3. less: Accumulated Depreciation (6) 
4. CWiP Non Interest Bearing 

5. Net Investment (tines 2 - 3 + 4) 

6. Average Net Investment 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 
a. 
b. 

Equity Component grossed up for taxes (C) 
Debt Component (Line 6 x 2.5471% x 1/12) 

8. Investment Expenses 
a. Depreciation (0) 
b. Amortization 
c. Dismantlement 
d. Property Expenses 
e. Other(€) 

9. Toto! System Recoverable Expenses (Unes 7 & 8) 

Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 
For the Period January through June 2002 

Return on Capitol Investments. Depreciation and Taxes 
For P r x -  

(in Dollars) 

* .  . .  

Beginning 
of Period January February March April June Six Month 
Amount Actual Actuol Actual Actual Actual Actual Amount 

$44 $4.3 10 $5.294 (S 7,267) 
$ 1,966,624 $5.718 

s 1.923 

$0 $2,380 
$1 6,32 1 

$14,961,390 14,961,434 14,965,743 13,024,413 13,011,428 1 3.01 1.428 1 2,995,106 0 
5,183,308 5,257,914 5,332,532 3,336,896 3.396.15 1 3,462,993 3,513475 n/a 

$9,770,082 $9,703,520 $9.633.21 1 $9.687.51 5 $9.61 5.276 $9,548,435 $9,481,631 nlo 

9,651,396 9,581,856 9,515,033 9,740,801 9,668,365 9, M O ,  363 

57,730 57,301 57,253 57,200 56,788 56.392 342.663 
20,676 20.522 20,505 20,486 20,338 20.196 122.723 

74.606 74.61 8 (49.01 U) 66,895 66,841 66.804 300,754 

$766,140 $1 43.392 S153.012 $1 52.440 $28,740 S144,580 S 143,967 

Notes: 
(A) N/A 
(B) NIA 
(C) The gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, which reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.3685% reflects a 11% return on equity. 
(D) Depreciation expense Is calculated uslng the appropriate site and account rates. Half month depreciation is calculated on additions closing to Plant In Service during the month. 

(E) NIA 
Depreciation and return ore calculated and recorded on a one month lag due fo the timing of the month end closing. Amounts recorded and shown above apply fo prior month activity. 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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Form 42-8E 
Page 4 of 23 

Une - 
1. investments 

a. Expenditures/Additians 
b. Clearings to Plant 
c. Retlrements 
d. Other(A) 

2. Plant-In-SewlcelDepreciatlon Base 
3. Less Accumulated Depreciation (B) 
4. CWlP - Non Interest Bearlng 

5. Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) 

6. Average Net investment 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 
a. 
b. 

Equlty Component grossed up for tuxes (C) 
Debt Component (Lhe b x 2.547 1 % x 1 /12> 

8. Investment Expenses 
a. Depreciotlon (D) 
b. Amortlzotlon 
c. Dismantlement 
d. Property Expenses 
e. Other(E) 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lhes 7 & 8) 

V n Y  
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 

For the Period July through December 2002 

Return on Capital Investments, Depreciation and Taxes 
For P " k u " P  

(In Dollars) 

. .  

Beginnhg 
of Pertod July August 
Amount Estimated Estimated Estlmated Estimated Estimated Esfimoted Amount 

September October November December Twelve Month 

$2.380 

$12,995,106 12,995.106 1 2,W5.106 1 2,995,106 12,995,106 12,995,106 12,995,106 nla 
3.5 13,475 3.580.24 1 3,647,008 3.7 13,774 3,780,540 3.847.307 3,914.073 nla 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

9.448.240 9.381.482 9.314.716 9247,949 9.181.183 9,114.41 7 

55.996 55.600 55.205 54.809 54.41 3 54.01 8 672.704 
20.055 19.91 3 19,771 19.630 19.488 19.346 240,926 

66.766 66.766 467M 66,766 66.766 701,352 

$141,742 $141,205 $140.667 $1 40.130 S 1.61 4,981 $142.8 1 7 S 142.280 

Nofes: 
(A) NfA 
(8) N/A 
(C) The gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, whlch reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equlfy Component of 4.3685% reflects a 11% return on equlty. 
(0) Deprecfatlon expense Is calculated uslng me appropriate site and account rates. Half month deprecldon is calculated on additions closlng to Plant In Servlce durlng me month. 

(E) N/A 
Depreclatlon and return are calculated and recorded on o one month lag due to the tlmlng of the month end closfng. Amounts recorded and shown above apply to prior month activity. 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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Form 42-8E 
Page 5 of 23 

Line - 
1. Investments 

a Expenditures/Addilions 
b. Clearfngs to Plant 
c. Retirements 
d. omer(~)  

2. Plant-in-Servlce/Deprecla~on Base 
3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation (6) 
4. CWlP - Non Interest Bearing 

5. Net Investment (tines 2 - 3 + 4) 

6. Average Net Investment 

7. Retum on Average Net Investment 
a. 
b. 

Equity Component grossed up for taxes (C) 
Debt component (Llne 6 x 2.5471 % x 1 /12) 

8. Investment Expenses 
a. Oepreclation (0) 
b. AmorHzaRon 
c Dismantlement 
d. Properly Expenses 
e. Other(9 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Unes 7 & 6) 

- 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 

For the Perlod January through June 2002 

Retum on Capital investments, Depreciatlon and Taxes 

(in Dollars) 
txx-em- No. w 

Beginning 
Six Month of Period January February March April May June 

Amount Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Amount 

$0 $0 SO $0 SO SO $0 

$58.866 58.866 58.866 58.866 58,866 58.866 58,866 nf a 
20.950 21,194 21.439 21.683 2 1,927 22,172 22,414 nfa 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$37.91 6 $37.672 S37.427 $37,183 $36.939 $36.694 $36,450 nla 

37.794 37.550 37.305 37.061 36.817 36,572 

224 223 22 1 
80 80 79 

220 
79 

21 8 
78 

21 7 
78 

244 244 244 244 244 244 

1,322 
474 

1 .dbb 

s549 $547 $545 $543 $541 $539 $3,264 

Notes: 
(A) N/A 
(B) NIA 
(C) The gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, whlch reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.3685% reflects a 1 1  % rehm on equlty, 
(0) Depredation erpense Is calculated using the appropriate Jte and account rates. Half monk depreciation Is calculated on additions closlng to Plant In Service durfng the month. 

(E) NIA 
DepreclaRon and relum are colcuiated and recorded on a one month log due to the timlng of the month end closlng. Amounts recorded and shown above apply fo prlor month activity. 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 



I 

Form 42-8E 
Page 4 of 23 

Line - 
1. Investments 

a. Expenditures/Additions 
b. Clearfngs to Plont 
c. Retirements 
d. Other(A) 

2. Plant-ln-Servlce/Depreclatlon Base 
3. Less: Accumulated Depreclation (B) 
4. CWlP - Non Interest Bearlng 

5. Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) 

6. Averoge Net Investment 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 
a. 
b. 

Equity Component grossed up for faxes (C) 
Debt Component (Llne 6 x 2.5471% x 1/12) 

- 8. Investment Expenses 
a. Depreclation (D) 
b. Amortization 
c. Dlsmantlement 
d. Property Expenses 
e. Other(E) 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Unes 7 b 6) 

- 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 

For the Period July through December 2002 

Return on Capltal Investments. Deprecidon and Taxes 

(In Dollars) 
i3lLPm- u- 

Beglnntng 
of Perlod July August September October 
Amount Estimated Estimated Estlmoted Estimated Estimated Estimated Amount 

December Twelve Month November 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

$58.866 58,866 58.866 5&8& 58.866 58.866 58.866 n/a 
22.416 22.660 22,pO5 23,149 23.393 23.638 23.882 N o  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$36.450 $36,206 $35,961 $35.71 7 $35.473 $35.228 $34.984 n/a 

36,328 36.084 35.839 35,595 35,351 35,106 

21 5 214 
77 77 

21 2 21 1 
76 76 

210 
75 

208 
75 

244 244 244 24.4 244 244 

2.592 
928 

2.932 

$537 $535 $533 $53 1 $529 $527 56,456 

Note: 
(A) N/A 
(B) N/A 
(C) The gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, which reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equlty Component of 4.3685% refleck a 11% return on equity. 
(0) Deprecldon expense Is calculated uslng the appropriate sfte and account rates. Half month depreclcrtlon Is calculated on additlons closlng to Plant In Servlce durlng the month. 

Depreclatlon and return are calculoted and recorded on a one month lag due to the lmlng of the monm end closlng. Amounts recorded and shown above apply to prior month acthlb 
(E) N/A 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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Form 42-8E 
Page 7 of 23 

Line 
1. 
- 

2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Investments 
a. Expenditures/Additions 
b. Clearings to Plant 
c. Retlrements 
d. Other(A) 

Plont-lnSewice/Deprecldon Base 
Less Accumuloted Depreciotlon (B) 
CWtP - Non Interest Bearing 

Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) 

Average Net Investment 

Return on Average Net Investment 
a. 
b. Debt Component(1lne 6~2.5471%~ 1/12) 

Equlty Component grossed up for faxes (C) 

Investment Expenses 
a. Depreciofron (D) 
b AmortlzaRon 
c. Dlsmonftement 
d. Properly Expenses 
e. Other(E) 

Total System Recoveroble Expenses (Unes 7 & 8) 

P 
Envlronmentol Cost Recovery Clause 

For the Period January through June 2002 

Return on Copltal Investments. Depredation ond Taxes 
-&MnC&-nd@anksLwa3b)  

(in Dollars) 

Beginning 
of Period January Februory March April May June Six Month 
Amount Actual Actuol Actual Actual Actual Actual Amount 

$212,601 $221,881 ($41 
$3,404.51 9 

$434.478 

~15.6~0.479 15,843,oao i 6 , o a , w  12,660,438 12.~1.438 12.660.438 12,660,438 nla 
1.522.480 1.555.911 1,610.177 (1.918.889) (1.881.221) (1,843,484) (1.805.683) nla 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

n/a S 14.1 07,999 $1 4,277,149 $14,454,784 $14.579.327 $1 4.541.659 $1 4.a3.922 $14,4,5,5,121 

14.192.584 14,365.977 14,517,055 14,553,493 14,522,790 14,485,021 

84.1 14 85,141 86.037 86.294 86,071 05.847 51 3,504 
30.1 25 30.443 30,814 30.93 30.826 30.746 ia3,909 

37.668 37.737 37,801 76.356 43.431 44.266 (124,547) 

$157,670 $159,901 ($7.696) $154.868 $154.634 $154,393 $773.770 

NIA 
NIA 
The gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61 425, whlch reflects b e  Federal Income Tax Rote of 35%; the monthly Equlty Component of 4.3685% reflects a 1 1% return on equlty. 
Depreciotlon expense Is culculoted uslng me approprlate slte and account rates. Half month deprecldon Is calculated on oddlnons cfoslng to Plant In Senrlce during Me mont 
Depreclotion and return are calculated and recorded on a one monlh lag due to the Rmlng of the monfh end closlng. Amounts recorded and shown above apply to prlor mon 
NIA 

Totals may not add due to roundlng. 



Form 42-8E 
Page 8 of 23 

Iu 
0 

Une - 
1. Investments 

a. ExpenUitures/Additions 
b. Clearings to Plant 
c Retirements 
d OtherCA) 

2 Plont-In-Servte/Oepreciation Ease 
3 Less. Accumuloted Depreciation (a) 
4. CWlP - Non Interest BearlnQ 

5. Net Investment (Unes 2 - 3 + 4) 

6. Averoge Net Investment 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 
a. 
b. 

Equl ty  Component grossed up for taxes (C) 
Debt Component (Line 6 x 2 5471% x 1 /12) 

-- 
Environmental COS~ Recovery Clouse 

For the PerIod July through December 2002 

Return on Copitol Investmenfs, Depreciotlon and Tuxes 

on Dollars) 
E o r P r a l e c t l M o i n t e m m  of AboveGrauadstarase Tanks u 

8. Investment Expenses 
a Depreclatlon (0) 
b. Amortization 
c. Disnwnilement 
d Property Expenses 
e. Other(E) 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Unes 7 & 8) 

Beginning 
of Perlod July August September October November December Twelve Month 
Amount Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estlmoted Estimated Amount 

S860.000 $1.294.478 

$12,660,438 12,660.438 12,6&2.438 12,660,438 12.W.438 12,660,438 13,520,438 n/o 
(1,805,683) (1,767.81 8) (1.729.954) (1.4El.089) (1,654,224) (1.61 6,359) (1.576,63 1 ) nlo 

n /a $14.466.121 $14,428,256 $14.390.391 $14,352.527 $14,314,&2 $14,276,797 $15,097,049 

14.447.189 14,4G9,324 14,371,459 14,333,594 14,295,729 14,686,933 

85,623 85.398 85.1 74 84.950 84.725 87.044 1.026.41 8 
30.665 30,585 30.505 30.424 30.344 31,174 367,606 

37.at55 37.865 37,865 37.865 37.865 39.728 305,408 

$154,153 $153,848 $153,543 $153.239 $152,934 $157,946 $1,699.433 

(31 N/A 
(C) The gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.63425, whlch reflects the Federal Income Tax Rote of 35% the monthly Equity Component of 4.3685% reflects a 1 1% return on equity. 
(D) Depreciution expense is calculated ustng the appropdate s'rto and account rates Half month depreclatlon Is calculated on oddltlons cfoslng to Plant In Servlce during the montk 

Depreclatlon and return ore cakulated and recorded on a one month log due to the tlmlng of the month end closlng. Amounts recorded and shown above apply to prlor mont 
(E) To correct deprecldion expense for Work Order No 5367/70/913/06 from 1994 to present. A retlrement mode In 1994 wos not removed from the depredotlon calculstlon 

couslng e x e s  depreclatlon to be calculated. 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 



I 

Form 42-8E 
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Line - 
1. Investments 

a. Expenditures/Additions 
b. Clearings to Plant 
c. Retirements 
d. Other(A) 

2. Plant-ln-Service/Depreciotlon Base 
3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation (6) 
A. CWlP - Non interest Bearing 

5. Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) 

6. Average Net investment 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 
u. 
b. 

Equity Component grossed up for taxes (C) 
Debt Component (Line 4 x 2.5471% x 1/12) 

8. Investment Expenses 
a. DepreclaRon (0) 
b. Amortization 
c. Dismantlement 
d. Properly Expenses 
e. Other(E) 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) 

uarido Power i3 I i W  
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 

For Ihe Period January through June 2002 

Retun on Copltal investments. Depreciation and Taxes 
~ r h i & ~ ~ ~ U ~ @ Q ~ ~ ~  

(in Dollars) 

Beginning 
of Perlod January February March April May June Six Month 
Amount Actual Actual Actual Actuol Actual Actual Amount 

$0 so SO $0 SO so $0 

$31,030 31.030 3 1,030 31,030 3 1,030 31,030 31,030 nla 
1 1,934 12,086 12.239 1 2.392 12,544 12.697 12,849 n/o 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$19,096 $1 8.944 $18,791 $1 0.639 $18,486 $1 8.333 Sl8 , lS l  nlo 

19,020 18,867 18,715 I 8.552 18,410 1 a.257 

113 112 
40 40 

1 1 1  110 109 108 
40 39 39 39 

153 1 53 153 1 53 153 1 53 

663 
237 

915 

$302 S3OI $300 $1.816 $306 $304 $303 

Notes: 
(A) N/A 
(8) NfA 
(C) The grossup factor for tuxes uses 0.61425, whlch reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.3685% reffeck a 1 1% return on equlty. 
(D) Depredation expense Is calculated uslng the appropriate slte and account rates. Half month depreclation Is calculated on additlons closlng to Plant In Service during the month. 

(E) N/A 
Depredation and retum ore calculated ond recorded on a one monfi log due to the timing of the month end dosing. Amounts recorded and shown above apply to prior month activity 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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Form 42-8E 
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Cine 
1. 
- 

2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Investments 
a. Expenditures/Additlons 
b. Cleorlngs to Plant 
c. Retirements 
d. Oiher(A) 

Plont-ln-Servlce/Deprecla~on Base 
Less: Accumuloted Depreciation (B) 
CWlP - Non Interest Beating 

Net Investment (Llnes 2 - 3 + 4) 

Average Net investment 

Return on Average Net investment 
a. 
b. 

Equlty Component grossed up for taxes (C) 
Debt Component (Llne 6 x 2.5471 % x 1 /12) 

Investment Expenses 
a. DepreciaRon (D) 
b. Amortlzatlan 
c. Dismantlement 
d. Property Expenses 
e. Other(E) 

Totol System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) 

-- 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 

Fer fhe Period July through December 2002 

Return on Copltal Investments. Depreclation and Taxes 

(in Dollors) 
l5"k- l-UnderamocWpro94?" 

Beginning 
of Period July August September October November December Twelve Month 
Amount Estlmoted Estlmated Estimated Estimated Estlmated Amount Estlmated 

$0 $0 $0 $0 so $0 $0 

$31,030 31,030 31.030 3 1,030 3 1.030 31,030 31.030 nla 
12.849 13,002 13.154 13.307 13.459 13.61 2 13.765 nfa 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

517,876 S17.723 $17.57 1 S17.265 nla $17,418 $1 8.1 81 $1 8,028 

18.105 17.952 17.799 17,647 17.494 17,342 

107 
38 

106 
38 

105 
3a 

105 
37 

1 04 
37 

103 
37 

1 53 153 153 153 153 153 

1,293 
463 

$297 $296 $295 $293 $292 $3,587 $298 

NIA 
N/A 
The gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425. whlch reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.3685% reflects a 1 1% r€?lUm on equity. 
Depredation expense Is calculated using Re approprlote site and account rates. Half month deprecloflon Is colculoted on addltions closing to Plant In Servfce duting the month. 
Depredation and return are calculated and recorded on Q one month lag due to the timing of the month end cldng. Amounts recorded and shown above apply to prior month bctlvh 
N/A 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 



Form 42-8E 
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P 
Envkonmental Cost Recovery Clause 

For Ihe Period January through June 2002 

the - 
1 .  Investments 

a. Expendltures/Addllions 
b. Clearings to Plant 
c. Retirements 
d. Oher(A) 

2. Plant-In-Servtce/Oepreciaiion Base 
3. Less: Accumulated Depreclatlon (6) 
4. CWlP - Non Interest Bearing 

5. Net fnvestment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) 

6. Average Net Investment 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 
o. 
b. 

Equity Component grossed up for taxes (C) 
Debt Component (Line 6 x 2.5471% x 1 I1 2) 

8. Investment Expenses 
* a, DeprecloRon (D) 

b. Amortization 
c. Dlsmanftement 
d. Properly Expenses 
e. OtherE) 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Unes 7 & 8) 

Return on Capltol Investments. Depreciation ond Taxes 

(in Dollars) 
t: nit S f l -  . 

Beginning 
of Period January February March April May June Six Month 
Amount Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Amount 

so $0 SO 
$3.907 

so SO so so 

$719.530 7 19.530 7 19,530 7 1 5,623 71 5.623 7 15.623 n/o  
268,756 276.71 2 284,668 288.71 6 296,672 304,628 3 12,584 n/o 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$450.774 S4d2.818 $434.863 $426.907 $41 8.951 $4 10,995 $403.039 n la  

715,623 

446.796 438.84 1 4 30,88 5 422,929 4 14.973 407.01 7 

2.648 2,601 2,554 2,507 2,459 2,412 
940 931 915 898 881 864 

7,956 7,956 7,956 7,956 7,956 7.956 

15,181 
5,437 

47,735 

$1 1,552 $1 1,488 $ 1  1.424 511.W $11.296 $1 j.232 $68.352 

Notes: 
(A) N/A 
(6) N/A 
(C) T h e  gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, which reflects h e  Federal Income Tax Rote of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.3685% reflects a 11 % retum on equity. 
(D) Depreclatlon expense Is calculated uslng b e  approprlate slte and account rates. Half month depreclatlon Is calculated on addiffons closlng to Plant In Service durhg the month. 

(E> N/A 
Depreclatlon and return are calculated and recorded on a one month lag due to the tlmlng of the month end closing. Amounts recorded and shown above apply to prior month Ocflvlfy 

Totals moy not add due to rounding. 
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Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 
For the Period July through December 2002 

Line - 
1 ,  Investments 

a. Expenditures/Additions 
b. Clearings to Plant 
c. Retirements 
d. Other (A) 

2. Plant-ln-Service/Depteciation Base 
3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation (6) 
4. CWlP - Non Interest Bearing 

5. Net investment (Unes 2 - 3 + 4) 

6. Averoge Net Investment 

Iu 7. Return on Average Net Investment 
P 

a. 
b. 

Equity Component grossed up for taxes (C) 
Debt Component (Line 6 x 2.5471 % x 1/12) 

8. Investment Expenses 
a Depreciation (0) 
b. Amortization 
c. Dismantlement 
d. Property Expenses 
e. Other(E) 

Return on Capital Investments, Depreciation and Taxes 
Far PrQiect. Q I L ~ o a L c W m e n t  (P"L&) 

(in Dollars) 

. .  

Beginning 
of Period July August September October November December Twelve Month 
Amount Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Amount 

$0 $5,041 so $0 $61,959 $0 $67.000 

$71 5,623 7 15,623 720,664 720,664 720.664 782,623 782,623 nla 

nra 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

361,326 312,584 320,540 328,525 336,541 344,557 352,94 2 

$403,039 $395,084 $392,139 $384,123 $376,107 $429,681 $421.297 n/a 

3w.051 393.61 1 388.1 3 1 380,115 402,894 425,489 

2,365 2,333 2,300 2,253 2,388 2,522 
847 a35 824 807 855 903 

7,956 7,986 8,016 8.016 8,385 8.385 

29,341 
1 0.508 

$11.168 $1 1,154 $11.140 $1 1.075 $1 1,628 $1 1,809 $136.326 9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 6) 

Notes: 
(A) N/A 
(8) NIA 

(D) Depreciation expense is calculated using the appropriate site and account rates. Half month depreciation is coiculated on additions closing to Plont In Service during the month. 

(€1 N/A 

(C) The gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, wMch reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equlty Component of 4.3685% reflects a 1 1% return on equity. 
I .  

Depredation and return are calculated and recorded on a one month fag due to the timing of the month end closing. Amounts recorded and shown above opply to prior month activity. 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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Form 42-8E 
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Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 
For lhe Perlod January through June 2002 

Line - 
1. Investments 

CI Expenditures/Addltions 
b Clearings to Plant 
c. Retirements 
d Omer(A) 

2. Plant-ln-Service/Depreclation Bose 
3. Less Accumulated Depreclotlon (B) 
4. CWlP - Non Interest Bearing 

5. Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) 

6. Average Net Investment 

7. Return on Averoge Net Investment 
a. 
b. 

Equity Component grossed up for taxes (C) 
Debt Component (Llne 6 x 2.5471% x 1/12) 

8. lnvesfment Expenses 
a. Depreciation (D) 
b. Amortlzotion 
c. Dlsmoniiement 
d. Properly Expenses 
e. Other(E) 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Unes 7 & 8) 

Return on Capitat Investments. Depreciation and Taxes 
€"j- tormWof&uooffIProie&NoJD) 

(In Dollars) 

Beginnlng 
of Perlod January February March April May June Six Month 
Amount Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Amount 

SO so $0 $0 SO $0 $0 

$11 7,794 1 17.794 1 17,794 1 17.794 1 17.794 1 17.794 1 1 7.794 nla 
26,997 27,312 27.626 27,940 28.254 28,568 x .aa2  nla 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$90.797 $W0.482 $90.168 S 89,854 $89.540 $89,226 588.91 2 n/a 

90,639 90.325 90.01 I 89.697 89,383 89.069 

537 535 533 532 
192 192 191 1W 

530 
100 

528 
1 89 

31 4 314 314 314 314 314 

3,195 
1.144 

1,885 

$1.044 $1.041 S 1,039 $1.036 $1,034 S1,031 $4.225 

Notes: 
(A) N/A 
(8) N/A 
(C) The grossup factor for taxes uses 0.61425. which reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equlty Component of 4.3685% reflecff a 11% return on equlty. 
(D) Depreclatlon expense Is calculated using the appropriate sfte and account rates. Half month depreclatlon Is calculated on additions closing to Plant In Service durlng the month. 

Depreciation and relurn are calculated and recorded on a one month lag due to me flmlng of the month end closfng. Amounts recorded and shown above apply to prlor month bcnvlb 
(E> N/A 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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Form 42-8E 
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Llne - 
1 .  Investments 

a. Expendltures/Additions 
b. Clearings to Plant 
c. Retlrements 
d. Other(A) 

2. Plant-In-Service/Depreclatlon Bose 
3. Less: Accumulated Depreciation (3) 
4. CWlP - Non Interest Bearing 

5. Net investment (Llnes 2 - 3 + 4) 

6. Average Net Investment 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 
a. 
b. 

Equlty Component grossed up for taxes (C) 
Debt Component (Llne 6 x 2.5471% x 1/12> 

8. Investment Expenses 
a. Depreclation (0) 
b. Amortfiation 
c. Dlsmantlement 
d Property Expenses 
e. Other (E) 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Unes 7 & 8) 

F l o r l d a P o w e r & Q r - " Y  
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 

For the Period July through December 2002 

Return on Capital Investments. Depreciation and Taxes 

(in Dollars) 

Beglnntng 
of Period July August September October November December Twelve Monfh 
Amount Estlmated Estimated Estimated Estimated Amount Estimated Estlmated 

so SO $0 SO SO $0 SO 

$1 17,794 1 17.794 117,794 117,794 1 17.794 1 17,794 117.794 n/0 
28.882 29.196 29.510 29.824 30.139 30,453 30.767 n/Cl 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$88.91 2 $88,598 88.284 $87,970 $87.655 $87.341 $87.027 n/o 

88,755 80,441 88.127 87.81 2 87,498 87.184 

526 
188 

524 522 520 519 
188 187 186 186 

51 7 
185 

31 4 314 314 314 314 314 

6.323 
2.265 

3.769 

s1.029 S 1,026 $1,023 $1,021 $1,018 $1.014 $12.358 

Notes: 
(A) NIA 
(6) NIA 
(C) The gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61 425, wblch reflects the Federol lncome Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equify Component of 4.3685% reflects a 11% return on equity. 
(D) Depreclotron expense Is calculated uslng the appropriate site and account rates. Half month deprecldon Is calculated on addiiions closlng to Plant In Servlce durlng the month. 

(0 NlA 
Depreclation and return are calculated ond recorded on a one month tog due to the limlng of h e  month end closlng. Amounts recorded and shown above apply to prlor month actlvliy 

Totals may not add due to roundlng. 
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Llne 
1. 
- 

2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Investments 
a. Expendltures/Addltlons 
b. Clearlngs fo Plant 
c. Retirements 
d. of her(^) 

Plant-In-ServkelDepreciaIlon Base 
Less: Accumulated Depredation (B) 
CWlP - Non Interest Bearing 

Net Investment (Llnes 2 - 3 + 4) 

Average Net Investment 

Return on Average Net Investment 
a. 
b. 

Equlty Component grossed up for taxes (C) 
Debt Component (Llne 6 x 2.5471% x 111 2) 

investment Expenses 
a. DepreclaRon (D) 
b. Amorlizatlon 
c. Dlsmantlement 
d. Property Expenses 
e. Other(E) 

Total System Recoveroble Expenses (Unes 7 & 8) 

-- 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 

For the Period January through June 2002 

Return on Capital Investments. Depreclatlon and Taxes 

(In Dollars) 
bLecQJa-a--) 

Beglnning 
Six Month of Period January Februaw March April May June 

Amount Actuol Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Amount 

$0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 

$864.260 au260  864.260 864.260 864,260 844.260 864,260 n/a 
238.96 1 241.W 245.019 251,077 254,106 257,134 n/a 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$625,299 $622,270 $619,241 $61 6.2 1 2 $613,183 $61 0.1 54 $607.1 26 nla 

623.785 620,756 61 7.727 61 4.698 61 1.669 608,640 

248.048 

3,697 3.679 3.451 3.643 3,625 3.607 
1.324 1,318 7.31 1 1.305 1.298 1.292 

3,029 3.029 3,029 3,029 3.029 3,029 

21,912 
7.848 

18,173 

$8.050 $8.025 $8,001 $7,977 $7.952 $7,928 547.933 

Notes: 
(A) NJA 
(8) N/A 
(C) The grossup factor for taxes uses 0.61425. whlch reflects the Federal income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.3685% reflects a 11% return on equlty. 
(0) Deprectaflon expense Is calculated using the opproprlate site and occount rates. Half month deprecldlon Is calculated on addilions closing to Plant In Servlce during the month. 

Depreciofion and return ore colculated and recorded on a one month lag due to the Rmlng of the montfi end closfng. Amounts recorded and shown obove apply to prlor month Octivlb 
(E) NJA 

Totals may not odd due to roundlng 
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Form 42-BE 
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Line - 
1 ,  Investments 

a. Expendltures/Addltions 
b. Cieorings to Plant 
c. Retlrements 
d. Ofher(A) 

2. Plant-in-Servlce/DepreclaRon Base 
3. Less: Accumulated Depreciotlon (B) 
4. CWlP - Non Interest Bearing 

5. Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) 

6. Average Net Investment 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 
a, 
b. DebtComponent(Llne6~2.5471CX;x 1/12) 

Equity Component grossed up fof taxes (C) 

8. investment Expenses 
a. Depreciation (0) 
b. AmorHzation 
c. Dlsmantlement 
d. Property Expenses 
e. Other(E) 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8)  

-- 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 

For the Period July through December 2002 

Return on Capital Investments, Depredation and Taxes 
=lmwwdll=Am- 
(in Dollars) 

Beginnlng 
of Period July August September October November December Twelve Month 
Amount Estimated Estimoted Estimated Estimated Estlmated Estimated Amount 

$0 $0 SO so $0 $0 $0 

$864.260 864.260 864.260 864.260 864.260 864.260 864,260 
257.136 260,163 266,221 269,250 272.279 275.308 263,192 

nla 
n/a 

$&7,126 $604,097 $601,068 $598.039 $595.0 10 S591.981 $588,952 n/o 

605.61 1 602,582 599.553 596.524 593.496 590.467 

3.589 3.57 1 3,553 3,535 3.51 7 3.499 
1,285 1,279 1,273 1,2& 1,260 1.253 

3.029 3,029 3,029 3.029 3.029 3,029 

43,178 
15.464 

36.347 

$7.879 $7.855 $7,830 $7,806 $7.782 $94.989 s7.mO4 

Notes: 
(4 N/A 
(B) N / A  
(C) The gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.41 425, which reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equlty Component of 4.3685% reflects a 11% return on eqUIW. 
(D) Depreclaffon expense Is calculated uslng the approprlafe slte and account rates. Half month deprecldon Is calculated on addiRans closlng to Plant in Service during the month. 

Depredation and return are calculated and recorded on a one month lag due to the fimlng of the month end closing. Amounts recorded and shown above apply to prlor month activity 
(E) NlA 

Totals may not add due to roundlng. 
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Llne - 
1 Investments 

a. ExpendlfuresIAddltions 
b. Clearings to PIant 
c. Retirements 
d other(A) 

2. Plant-ln-Servlce/Deprecla~on Bose 
3. Less: Accumulated Depreciotlon (B) 
4. CWlP - Non Interest Beorlng 

5. Net Investment (Llnes 2 - 3 + 4) 

6. Average Net Investment 

7. Return on Average Net Investment 
a. 
b. 

Equity Component grossed up for taxes (C) 
Debt Component (Llne 6 x 2.5471% x 1 112) 

8. Investment Expenses 
a. Depreciation (D) 
b. AmorfIzaffon 
c. Dlsmonlement 
d. Property Expenses 
e. Other(E) 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Unes 7 & 8) 

P 
Envlronmentd Cost Recovery Clause 

Forthe Perbd July through December2002 

Return on Capitol Investments, Depreclatlon and Taxes 

(In Dollars) 
t No. 7l.) 

Beglnnlng 
of Perlod July August September October November December Twelve Month 
Amount Estimated Estimated Estimated Amount Estimated Estlmated Estlmated 

so $0 so $694,142 so $0 $694.1 A2 

$0 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

694,142 0 494.1 42 694.142 
0 810 2,429 4.049 

nla 
nla 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $693,3 32 $691.7 1 2 $690.093 nfo 

0 0 0 346,666 692,522 690,903 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 2.055 4,104 4.095 10,254 
0 736 1,470 1.466 3.672 

0 0 0 810 1,620 1.620 4,049 

$0 so 53.600 $7,194 $7.181 s 17,975 SO 

Notes: 
(AI NIA 
(0) N/A 
(C) The gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, which reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4 3685% reflecfs a 11% return on equlty. 
(D) Deprecfalion expense Is calculated using the appropriate site ond account rates. Half month depredation Is calculated on addltions clodng to Plant In Servlce during the month. 

(9 N/A 
Deprectatlon and return are calculated and recorded on a one month lag due to me limlng of the month end closing. Amounts recorded and shown obove opply to prior month activity 

Totals moy not add due to rounding. 
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FloridoPowedklightmcmy 
Envlronmentol Cost Recovery Clause 

For the Period January through June 2002 

Llne 
1.  
- 

2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Investments 
a. Expendifures/Additions 
b. Clearings to Plant 
c. Retlrements 
d Other(A) 

Plont-In-Servlce/Depreciation Base 
Less: Accumulated Depreclation (e) 
CWiP - Non Interest Bearing 

Net Investment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) 

Average Net Investment 

Return on Average Net Investment 
a. 
b. 

Equlty Component grossed up for taxes (C) 
Debt Component(L1ne 6 x 2.5471% x 1/12) 

Investment Expenses 
a. Depreciation (D) 
b. Amortlzatlon 
c. Dlsmantlement 
d. Property Expenses 
e. Ofier (E) 

Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) 

Notes: 

Retum on Capital Investments. Depreclatlon and Taxes 

(in Dollors) 
w ~ : ~ N o ~ i z ~ u w ~ ~ ~ ~  

Beginning 
of Perlod January February March April May June Six Month 
Amount Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Amount 

SO $0 SO SO SO so SO 

$31 1.009 31 1,009 31 1.009 31 1.009 31 1,009 311.009 311.009 n/a 
195,425 199,245 203,065 206.885 210,705 214,525 218.345 nla 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

s 1 15.584 $1 11.7M $107.944 $1 04.1 24 S1W.304 $96.484 592,664 nla 

1 13.674 109,854 106.034 102,214 98.394 94,574 

674 651 628 606 583 561 
24 1 233 225 21 7 209 20 1 

3,820 3.820 3.820 3,820 3,820 3.820 

3.703 
1,326 

22,920 

$4,735 $4.706 $4.673 $4.@3 $4.612 $438 1 $27.945 

N/A 
N/A 
The gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, which reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; lhe monthly Equlty Component of 4.3685% reflects a 11% retum on eqUlW. 
Depreclatlon expense Is calculated uslng the approprlate site and account rates. Half month depreclatlon Is calculated on additions closlng to Plant In Service during the month. 
Depreclatlon and return ore calculated and recorded on a one month lag due to ihe timlng of the monlh end closlng. Amounts recorded and shown above apply to prior "h acfivll') 
NIA 

Totals moy not add due to roundlng. 
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Power 8 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clause 

For ihe Perlod July through December 2002 

Line 
1. 
- 

2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Investments 
a. Expenditures/Additions 
b. Clearings to Plant 
c. Retirements 
d. Oiher(A) 

Plant-In-Servlce/Depreciatlon Base 
Less: Accumulated Depreciofton (0) 
CWlP - Non Interest Bearing 

Net investment (Lines 2 - 3 + 4) 

Average Net Investment 

Return on Average Net Investment 
a. 
b. 

Equity Component grossed up for taxes (C) 
Debt Component (Line 6 x 2.5471% x 1/12) 

Investment Expenses 
a. DeprecioRon (D) 
b. Amortlzation 
c. Dfsmantlement 
d. Properly Expenses 
e. Other(E) 

Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) 

Return on Capltol Investments, Depreclotlon and Taxes 
For Pmkc t .  Non Con ta ine tkeUqu lsw& j&  No. 17) 

(In Doliors) 

* -  

Beginning 
of Period July August September October November December Twelve Month 
Amount Estimoted Estimated Estimated Estimuted Estimated Estimated Amount 

$0 $0 $0 so SO $0 $0 

$31 1,009 31 1.009 31 1.009 31 1.oO9 31 1,009 31 1.OO9 311.009 nla 
21 8.345 222.164 225,984 229.804 233,624 237.444 241.264 nla 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$92.664 $88,845 $85.025 $81,205 $77.385 $73,565 $69,745 nla 

90,755 86,935 83.115 79,295 75.475 71.655 

538 515 493 
1 93 1 a5 176 

4 70 
168 

A47 
160 

425 
1 52 

3,820 3.820 3.820 3,820 3,820 3,820 

6.590 
2,360 

45,840 

$4.550 $4,520 $4.489 $4,458 $4.427 $4.397 S54789 

Notes: 
(A) N/A 
(5) NIA 
(C) The gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425. whlch reflects the Federal IncomeTax Rate of 35%: the monthly Equity Component of 4.3685% reflects a 11% return on equity. 
(D) Depreciation expense Is calculated uslng the appropriate site and account rates. Half month depreclatlon Is colculated on additions closfng to Plant In Servlce durlng the month. 

OepreclaRon and return ore calculated ond recorded on a one month @g due to the timing of the month end closfng. Amounts recorded and shown obove apply to prlor month activiiv 
(9 N/A 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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Gs 
W 

Llne - 
1 Investments 

o Expendit ureslAddit ions 
b. Clearings to Plant 
c Retlrements 
d Other(A) 

2 Plant-lnService/Depreclotion Base 
3. Less Accumulated Depreciotion (8) 
4 CWlP - Non Interest Beartng 

5. Net Investment (Llnes 2 - 3 + 4) 

6 Average Net Investment 

7 Return on Average Net Investment 
Equlty Component grossed up for taxes (C) 
Debt Component (Une 6 ~25471% x 1/12) 

8 lnvestment ExDenses 
a Deprecldlon (0) 
t~ Amortization 
c. Dismantlement 
d Property Expenses 
e Other(€) 

9. Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 7 & 8) 

P 
Envlronmentol Cost Recovery Ciouse 

Far the Perlad JuIy through December 2002 

Return on Capitol Investments. Depreclotion and Taxes 
Fnr P r f l  

(In Dollars) 

B@Qlflnlng 
of Period July August September October 
Amount Estimated Estlmoted Estlmoted Estimated Estimated Estimated Amount 

December Twelve Month November 

$0 SO $0 SO SO SO SO 

s 1.563.995 1.563.995 1,563.995 1,563,995 1,563,995 1,563,995 1.563.995 n/a 
$181,605 1 88,354 1 95.1 03 201.852 208.60 1 215,350 222.W9 nla 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

S1.382.390 S 1,375,641 S 1,368,892 $1,362.1 43 $1.355.394 $1.348.M5 S 1,34 1.896 nio 

1,379,016 1,372.266 1.365.51 7 1.350.768 1,352.0 19 1.345.270 

8.1 73 8,133 8.093 8.053 8,013 7.973 98,315 
2.927 2.913 2.898 2.884 2.870 2.855 35.21 1 

6.7 49 6.749 6.749 6,749 6.749 6.749 80, m a  

$17.049 $17,795 $1 7,740 s 17.686 S 1 7,632 5 17,577 $21 4,514 

Notes: 
{A) N /A  
(8) NIA 
(C) The grosup foctor for taxes use5 0 61425, whlch reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%. the monthly Equity Component of 4 3685% reflects a 1 1  % return On equity. 
(D) Depreclotion expense Is calculated UShQ the opproprlote site and account rates Half month depredotlon Is colculated on addittons closlng to Plant In Service durlng the monfh 

(E> NlA 
Depreclution and return are colculoted and recorded on a one month lag due to the timing of the month end closing Amounts recorded and shown obove apply to prlor month OCtlvlty 

Totals may not odd due to roundlng 
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UarldaEarrarlk_UQhtComaclny 
Environmental Cost Recovery Clouse 

For the Period January through June 2002 

Llne 

1 Working Capitol Dr (Cr) 
a 158 100 Allowance Inventory 
b 158.200 Allowances Withheld 
c 182.300 Other Regulatow Assets-Losses 

Schedule of Amortization of and Negotive Return on 
Deferred Gnln on S& nf F m M o n  Atrow- 

(in Doilors) 

Beglnnlng of End of 
Period Perlod 

Actual Actual Actual Actual Actuol Actual 
Amorlnt J“r!l EetxuaY MslEh Bacll Mau Jm!Z Amount 

SO 
0 
0 

$0 
0 
0 

$0 
0 
0 

$0 
0 
0 

SO 
0 
0 

$0 
0 
0 

so 
0 
n 
Y 

(1,750,340) { 1,765.960) 
($1.765.940) 

(1,462.01 5) (1,481,031) d 254.900 Other Regulatory Lloblties-Galns (1,538,080) (1.519.063) (1.500.067) 
2 Total Worklng Capltal (s i,ssa,oso) ($1 5 1  9,063) ($1.500.047) ($1,481,031) ($1,462.0 1 5) ($1,750,340) 

3 Average Net Working Capital Balance (1.528.571) (1.509.555) (1,490,539) (I .47 1,523) (1,606,177) (1,758,150) 

4 Return on Average Net Working Copltal Balance 

b Debt Component (Llne 3 x 2.5471% x 1/12) (3,245) (3.204) (3,164) (3.123) (3,409) (3.732) (19.877) 
5 Total Return Component ($ 12304) (S 12.1 51) ($1 1.998) ($1 1,845) ( S  12.928) ($14.152) ($75.377) (D) 

a Equity Component grossed up for taxes (A) (9.059) (8.947) (8.834) (8.72 1 ) (9.51 9) (1 0.420) (55.500) 

0 
P 6 Expense Dr (Cr) 

a 41 1.8W Gains from Dlsposltions of Allowances (1 9,016) (1 9.0 1 6) (1 9.0 16) (19.076) (139.880) (43,189) (259,134) 

b 4 1 1.9M3 Losses from Dispositlons of Allowances 0 0 0 0 0 0 

c 509.oOO Allowance Expense 
7 Net Expense (Lines 6o+6b+6c) 

8 Total System Recoverable Expenses (Unes 5+7) 
0 

b 
Recoverable Costs Allocoted to Energy 
Recoverable Costs Allocated to Demand 

9 Energy Jurkdlctionol Factor 
10 Demand Jurlsdlctlonol Factor 

11 
12 

Retall Energy-Related Recoverable Costs (B) 
Retail Demand-Related Recoverable Costs (C) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
($259.134) (E) ($19.01 6) ($19.01 6 )  ($19,016) ($19.01 6) ($1 39,880) ($43.189) 

(31,320) (31,167) (3 1 ,O 1 4) (30.86 1) (1 52.809) (57,341) 
(31,320) (31,167) (3 1 ,O 14) (30.86 1 (152.809) (57,341) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

98.53755% 98.53755% 98 53755% 98.53755% 
97.87297% 97.87297% 97.87297% 97.87297% 97.87297% 97.87297% 

98.53755% 98.53755% 

(30.7 1 1) (30.560) (30,410) (1 50.574) (56,502) (329.61 9) (30.862) 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

73 Total JurlsdictIonal Recoverable Costs (Unesl1+12) ($30,862) ($30,711) ($30,560) ($30,410) (S 1 50,574) ($56.502) ($329,619) 

Notes: 
(A) The gross-up factor for taxes uses 0.61425, whlch reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%: the monthly Equlty Component of 4.3685% reflects a 11% return on equity. 
(6) Une 8a times Llne 9 
(C) Llne 8b tlmes Llne 10 
(D) Une 5 Is reported on Capltal Schedule 
(E) Llne 7 Is reported on O&M Schedule 

In accordance wlth FPSC Order No. PSC44-0393-FOF-EI. FPL has recorded the gains on sales of emisslons allowances as a regulatory liablllty. 

Totals may not add due to roundlng. 
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w m 

Line 

1 Working Capital Or (Cr) 
a 158.100 Allowance Inventory 
b 158,200 Allowances Withheld 
c 182.300 Other Regulotow Assets-Losses 
d 254.900 Other Regulatory Uablhtles-Goins 

2 Total WorkinQ Capital 

3 Average Net Working Capitol Balance 

4 Return on Averoge Net Working Capital Balance 
0 
b 

Equity Component grossed up for taxes (A) 
Debt Component (Llne 6 x 2 5471% x 1 /I 2) 

5 Total Return ComDonent 

6 Expense Dr (Cr) 

a 

b 
c 509 000 Allowance Expense 

41 1 A00 Gains from Dispositions of Allowances 

41 1 900 Losses from Disposltlons of Aliowances 

7 Net Expense (Llnes bo+bb+bc) 

8 Total System Recoverable Expenses (Lines 5 7 )  
0 

b 
Recoverable Costs Allocoted to Energy 
Recoverable Costs Allocated to Demand 

9 Energy Jurisdictional Factor 
10 Demand Jurisdictional Factor 

I 1  Retail EnerQy-Related Recoverable Costs (B) 

Schedule of Amortlzation of ond Negative Return on 
o e f e r r e a ~ a S a l " S S l ~ ~ ~ -  

(in Dollars) 

Beglnning of End of 
Perlod Period 

Amownt July August September October November December amaud 
Estimoted Estimated Estimoted Estimoted Estimoted EstLmoted 

$0 so so $0 $0 SO SO 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(1,765.960) ( 1,722.77 1 ) (1.679.582) (1.636.393) (1,593,204) (1,550.01 5) (1.506.8261 
(S 1.765.960) ($1,722,771) ($1,674,582) ($1.636.393) ($1.593.204) ($1,550,015) ($1.506.826) 

(1,526,420) (1.744.%) (1,701,177) (1,657,988) (1,614,798) (1 257 1.609) 

(9,058) (1 13.689) 
(3.703) (3,611) (3.519) (3.428) (3,336) (3.244) (40.7 1 7) 

($14.04 1) (S 13.493) (51 3,345) (S 12.650) ($12.303) (S 1 54.407) ($1 2.998) 

(9.826) (9,570) (9.314) (1 0.338) (1 0.082) 

(43.189) (518,269) (43.1 89) (43.1 89) (43,189) (43.1 89) (43,189) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

($43.189) (S43.189) ($43,189) ($43.189) ($43.1 89) ($43,189) ($51 8.269) 

($57.230) ($56.882) ($56,535) ($56.1 87) ($55.839) ($55.492) 
(57,230) (56,882) (56,535) (55,187) (55.839) (55.492) 

0 -  0 0 0 0 0 

98 53755% 
97.07297% 

98.53755% 
97.87297% 

98.53755% 98.53755% 98 53755% 90 53755% 
97.87297% 97 87297% 97.87297% 97.87297% 

(56,393) (55,050) (55.708) (55,365) (55.023) (54,680) (452,838) 
Retall Demand-Related Recoverable Costs (C) - 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 12 

13 Total Jurlsdtctlonai Recoverable Costs (Unesl 1 +12) ($56.393) ($56,050) ($55.708) (555,365) ($55.023) ($54,680) ($662.838) 

Notes: 
(A) The QrOS-Up factor for taxes uses 0.61 425, which reflects the Federal Income Tax Rate of 35%; the monthly Equity Component of 4.3685% reflects o 1 1% return on equity. 
(B) Une 80 times Llne 9 
(C) Ufle Bb t lms Line 10 
(0) Une 5 is reported on Capitol Schedule 
{E) Une 7 Is reported on O&M Schedule 

In accordance with FPSC Order N o ,  PSC-94-0393-FOf-Ei, FPL has recorded the galns on soles of emfsslons al[owOnces as a regulatory liability 

Totals may not odd due to rounding. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Research and Special Programs 
Administration 

49 CFR Part 195 
[Docket No. RSPA40-7408; Amdt. No. 195- 
761 
RIN 21 37-AD49 

Pipeline Safety: Pipeline Integrity 
Management in High Consequence 
Areas (Hazardous Liquid Operators 
With Less Than 500 Miles of Pipelines) 

AGENCY: Research and Special Programs 
Administration (RSPA), U.S. 
Department of Transportation (DOT), 
ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: Our regulations for the 
tnnsportation of hazardous liquids by 
pipeline require operators with 500 or 
more miles of regulated pipelines to 
establish a program for managing the 
integrity of pipelines that affect high 
consequence areas. The regulations 
require continual assessment and 
evaluation of pipeline integrity through 
inspection or testing, data integration 
and analysis, and follow-up remedial, 
preventive, and mitigative actions. This 
Final Rule extends those regulations to 
operators with less than 500 miles of 
regulated pipelines. We are taking this 
action because safety recommendations, 
statutory mandates, and accident 
analyses indicate that coordinated risk 
control measures are needed for public 
safety and environmental protection in 
addition to compliance with traditional 
safety standards. Broadening the 
coverage of the existing regulations will 
further enhance the protection of high 
consequence areas against the risk of 
pipeline failures. 
DATES: This Final Rule takes effect 
February 15,2002. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: L. 
M. Furrow by phone at 202-366-4559, 
by fax at 202-3664566, by mail at U.S. 
Department of Transportation, 400 
Seventh Street, SW., Washington, DC 
20590, or by e-mail at 
buck. furrow@rspa. dot.gov. 

Background 

in 49 CFR part 195 to require each 
operator who owns or operates 500 or 
more miles of pipelines subject to part 
395 to establish a program for managing 
the integrity of pipelines that could 
affect a high consequence area if a leak 
or rupture occurs (Docket No. RSPA- 
99-6355; 65 FR 75377; Dec. 1, 2000). 
High consequence areas include highly 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Last year we amended the regulations 

populated areas, areas unusually 
sensitive to environmental damage, and 
commercially navigable waterways 
(5 195.450). Program standards require 
continual assessment, evaluation, 
correction, and validation of pipeline 
integrity ( 5  195.452 and appendix C to  
part 195). The new standards took effect 
May 29, 2001 (66 FR 9532; Feb. 8, 2001). 
In addition, in a further rulemaking 
action (Docket No. RSPA-99-6355), we 
are revising the repair provisions of 
5 195.452(h) and clarifying that 
5 195,452 applies to carbon dioxide 
pipelines as well as hazardous liquid 
pipelines. 

We did not apply the new program 
standards to pipelines of operators with 
less than 500 miles of regulated 
pipelines primarily because we needed 
more information about the potential 
impact of the standards on these 
operators. We subsequently learned that 
these operators include, to a large 
extent, companies with ample resources 
and capabilities to carry out the 
standards. 

A wide range of persons who 
submitted comments to Docket No. 
RSPA-99-6355 supported the need to 
apply the new program standards to all 
operators of regulated pipelines that 
could affect high consequence areas. 
Based on these comments and the 
impact information we had collected, 
we published a Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM) to extend the 
program standards to pipelines of 
operators with less than 500 miles of 
regulated pipelines (66 FR 15821; March 
21,2001). 

The NPRM did not propose any 
substantive change to the existing 
program standards. It merely proposed 
to establish later deadlines for 
developing programs under 
5 195.452(b)(i) , identifying pipelines 
under 5 195.452(b)(l)(i), completing 
baseline assessments under 
5 195.452(d)(l), accepting prior 
assessments under 5 195.452&)(2), and 
applying certain time limits on 
reviewing assessment results under 
5 195.452(h)(3). We invited interested 
persons to submit written comments on 
the roposed rules until May 21,2001. 

d though  the NPRM proposed no 
substantive change to the program 
standards, in the earlier proceeding 
(Docket No. RSPA-99-6355), we invited 
comments until March 31,2001, on the 
substance of the standard for remedial 
action (5 195.4521h)). As indicated in 
the NPRM, if 5 195.452(h) is changed in 
that proceeding, the changes will apply 
to all operators of pipelines to which the 
program standards apply, including 
operators covered by the present Final 
Rule. 

2 

Disposition of Comments 

summarizes written comments we 
received in response to the NPRM. It 
also describes how we treated those 
comments in developing the final rules. 
However, comments related to costs and 
benefits and the impact of the proposed 
rules on small entities are addressed in 
the “Regulatory Analyses and Notices” 
section of this preamble. If a proposed 
rule is not mentioned, no significant 
comments were received on the 
proposal, and we are adopting the 
proposed rule as final. 

Eight persons submitted comments: a 
professional organization, the American 
Society of Safety Engineers (ASSE); a 
state pipeline safety agency, the 
Washington Utilities and Transportation 
Commission (WUTC); a Washington 
State advisory committee, the Citizens 
Advisory Committee on Pipeline Safety 
(CAC); the Small Business 
Administration (SBA); the Department 
of Energy (DOE); an engineering firm, 
Wink, Incorporated (Wink); and two 
pipeline operators, the Laclede Pipeline 
Company (Lacledel and the Tosco 
Corporation (Tosco). ASSE did not 
comment on specific proposals in the 
NPRM, but strongly supported our goal 
of assuring the integrity of pipeline 
systems. ASSE also said improving 
pipeline safety would improve the 
United States’ competitive position in 
the world economy. WUTC, CAC, 
Tosco, and DOE expressed general 
support for the NPRM but, along with 
Wink, suggested changes. DOE also - . 
commented on the costs of the proposed 
rules in their impact on small entities. 
Laclede opposed the integrity 
assessment proposal and took issue with 
our estimate of compliance costs. SBA’s 
comments were limited to the impact of 
the proposed d e s  on small entities. 

Under proposed $5 195.452(b)(l) and 
(b)(I)(i), operators with less than 500 
miles of pipelines would have 9 months 
after the effective date of the final rules 
to identify all pipeline segments that 
could affect high consequence areas. 
They would have 1 year after the 
effective date to develop a written 
integrity management program that 
addresses the risks of those segments. 
Tosco said the identification of pipeline 
segments should occur after, not before, 
integrity management programs are 
completed, and suggested we allow 
operators 1 year to complete the 
identifications, In considering this 
comment, we noted that operators with 
500 or more miles of pipelines have not 
indicated they expect any significant 
difficulties in meeting the 9-month 
identification rule. Tosco’s comment 

This section of the preamble 
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does not give us reason to believe the 9- 
month rule might be too burdensome for 
operators with less than 500 miles of 
pipelines, While Tosco is correct that 
operators will need to have relevant 
program elements in place to guide 
them in identifying pipeline segments, 
we believe 9 months is enough time to 
complete those elements and to carry 
out the identifications. The additional 3 
months the existing rule provides for 
program development gives operators 
enough time to complete program 
elements other than those concerning 
identification. We do not think this 
additional time is also needed to 
identify pipeline segments. 

CAC suggested we require operators 
to seek input from potentially affected 
communities in identifying high 
consequence areas. CAC believed the 
input would help operators identify 
areas of population at risk and areas of 
economic importance. Although we 
recognize community input is valuable 
in many situations involving pipelines, 
particularly in site selection and 
emergency response, we do not feel it is 
necessary to mandate that operators 
seek the input CAC envisioned for two 
reasons. First, the definition of “high 
consequence area” in 5 195.450 covers 
CAC’s concern about the population-at- 
risk, That definition refers to areas of 
high or concentrated population that the 
U.S. Census Bureau has defined and 
delineated. Operators should be able to 
identify these areas quite easily using 
Census Bureau data. If additional 
information is needed from community 
records to complete the identifications, 
the proposed rule would implicitly 
obligate operators to seek this 
information, making an explicit 
requirement unnecessary. Secondly, the 
NPRM did not propose to require 
integrity management of pipelines that 
could affect areas of economic 
significance other than commercially 
navigable waterways, These waterways, 
which operators also can readily 
identify without community input, 
arguably are the nation’s foremost 
economic resources potentially at risk 
from pipeline spills. Other significant 
economic resources that may be affected 
by pipelines are less certain, and we feel 
the present regulations in Part 195 
provide those resources adequate 
protection against the risk of pipeline 
spills. Similarly, in directing DOT to 
require additional inspection of certain 
pipelines, Congress did not include 
pipelines that affect economic resources 
other than commercially navigable 
waterways (49 U.S.C. 60102(f)(2) and 
60109). If in the future there is a need 
to apply the integrity management rules 

’ 

to pipelines affecting other significant 
economic resources, we will consider 
whether operators should seek 
community input in identifying those 
resources. 

Although we did not adopt CAC’s 
recommendations, it is important to 
note that in a separate proceeding we 
are considering the need for regulations 
on better communication of pipeline 
information by operators to local 
officials and the public. We have formed 
a communications work team, 
consisting of representatives from 
environmental and public safety 
organizations, pipeline companies, and 
government to aid our own hazardous 
liquid pipeline safety advisory 
committee in examining 
communications issues. Notices of 
meetings of the work group are 
published in the Federal Register, and 
minutes of the meetings are posted on 
this Web site: http://ups.dof.gov. 

integrity assessments of new pipelines 
as soon after they are constructed as 
possible, and for existing pipelines as 
soon as practicable after the final rules 
take effect. WUTC stated that early 
baseline assessment would provide the 
best basis for comparing subsequent 
assessment results. The NPRM 
proposed, in 5 195.452(d), that operators 
with less than 500 miles of pipeline 
complete baseline assessments within 7 
years after the effective date of the final 
rule, with half the line pipe, selected by 
risk, assessed within 42 months after the 
effective date, Alternatively, operators 
could use as a baseline assessment any 
qualified integrity assessment 
completed within the 5 years prior to 
the effective date. For newly 
constructed pipelines, hydrostatic 
testing completed as required by other 
regulations in  Part 195 will fulfill the 
baseline assessment requirement. Since 
this testing is normally part of the 
construction process, it should meet 
WUTC’s objective of early assessment. 
For existing pipelines, we proposed 7 
years to complete baseline assessments 
because of the volume of assessments, 
the limited availability of in-line 
inspection tools, and the time needed to 
schedule pressure testing to minimize 
service disruptions. Although we agree 
with WUTC that earlier baseline 
assessment would be beneficial, we do 
not think requiring earlier baseline 
assessments would be reasonable under 
present circumstances. 

To assure that only qualified persons 
develop integrity management programs 
and make program decisions, Wink 
suggested we require operators to use, 
registered professional engineers with 
demonstrated technical pipeline 

WUTC suggested we require baseline 

expertise and experience. Wink further 
suggested we require operators to 
submit their integrity management 
programs for review by RSPA certified 
entities. We did not adopt either 
suggestion because to do so would go 
beyond the scope of the NPRM. While 
5 195.452(f)(8) requires operators to use 
persons qualified to evaluate assessment 
results and analyze information, the 
NPRM did not address specific 
qualifications or program review by 
certified entities. Based on our 
experience in other areas of pipeline 
regulation, we believe operators will use 
qualified engineers with pipeline 
experience to assist in developing 
integrity management programs and 
recommend critical decisions under the 
programs. Moreover, persons carrying 
out regulated assessment and mitigation 
activities on pipelines are subject to the 
existing qualification requirements in 
Subpart G of Part 195. To assure that 
operators carry out their programs in 
accordance with the rules, we will use 
our own engineers and technical 
specialists to evaluate operators’ 
programs and require changes that may 
be needed for safety. This type of 
evaluative process has been satisfactory 
for other programs and plans required 
by Part 195. We prefer to continue this 
approach to assure the quality of 
integrity management programs rather 
than establish additional personnel 
qualifications or a new federal 
certification rogram. 

would have to consider potential 
terrorist activities in their ongoing 
assessments of pipeline integrity. Under 
one of the integrity management 
program requirements ( 5  195.452( e) (l)), 
operators must schedule integrity 
assessments based on “all risk factors 
that reflect the risk conditions on the 
pipeline.’’ Therefore, if an operator 
knows or it is reasonable to anticipate 
that there is a threat to the integrity of 
the pipeline from terrorist activity, the 
operator must consider that risk in 
developing its integrity program. Since 
the events of September 11,2001, we 
are working with DOT, the Department 
of Energy, the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, and State 
agencies, to consider the need for 
minimum security standards for critical 
facilities. 

Wink postulated that construction 
permit timing could interfere with an 
operator’s ability to meet remediation 
deadlines. Section 195.452(h) deals with 
this potential problem. Under this rule, 
if justifiable circumstances preclude an 
operator from meeting specified repair 
deadlines, the operator may reasonably 
extend the repair schedule if it 

Wink ask$ to what extent operators 
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temporarily reduces operating pressure 
to a safe level or notifies us of the delay 
in making a permanent repair, 

Finally, Wink suggested we establish 
a program review process in which 
operators would meet with our 
technical specialists to examine whether 
the program meets applicable 
requirements. In response to Wink’s first 
comment, we mentioned we will use 
our own engineers and technical 
specialists to evaluate operators’ 
programs and require changes that may 
be needed for safety. We expect this 
review process will involve meeting 
with operators’ representatives. 

Laclede, who operates a 28-mile 
propane pipeline serving a gas 
distribution system, believed it would 
be unreasonable to apply the proposed 
integrity assessment requirement 
(§ 195.452(c)) to its pipeline. Laclede 
said the design of 70 percent of its 
pipeline cannot accommodate internal 
inspection tools, and difficulties in de- 
watering the line after hydrostatic 
testing would cause control valve and 
instrument freeze-ups during critical 
cold weather periods. Laclede suggested 
we exempt from internal inspection or 
hydrostatic testing requirements all 
pipelines directly serving gas 
distribution systems if the pipeline is 
cathodically protected and inspected 
according to our standards or is 
equipped with emergency flow 
restricting or shutdown devices. We did 
not adopt this comment because 
providing adequate cathodic protection 
and meeting current inspection 
requirements cannot assure a pipeline is 
kee from all potentially harmful defects 
that internal inspection or hydrostatic 
testing can disclose, such as mechanical 
damage or fatigue cracks. Also, while 
emergency flow restricting or shutdown 
devices are useful in mitigating the 
consequences of a pipeline rupture, 
these devices do nothing to prevent 
ruptures, which is the purpose of 
periodic internal inspection or 
hydrostatic testing. Laclede’s comment 
did not fully explain the particular 
difficulties in de-watering, or drying, its 
pipeline after hydrostatic testing. Drying 
pipelines is not an uncommon problem 
in the industry and not one we believe 
makes the proposed testing rule 
unreasonable. Many companies are 
available to provide expert drying 
services, using techniques that depend 
on operating conditions. However, if an 
operator’s circumstances are so unusual 
that hydrostatic testing would result in 
unavoidable damage to pipeline 
facilities and internal inspection is not 
a viable alternative, the operator may 
apply for a waiver of the testing 

requirement as permitted by 49 U.S.C. 
60118. 

of new pipelines within the next few 
years to meet the growing demand for 
fossil fuels could tax available technical 
expertise and equipment needed to meet 
various assessment deadlines in the 
existing and proposed rules. DOE said 
available resources could be stretched to 
a point where meeting the deadlines 
would not be possible, or at least not 
possible without significantly increased 
costs, Therefore, DOE suggested we 
expand the present provisions for 
extending deadlines (e.g., 
Q 195.452(3)(4)) to include situations in 
which meeting a deadline would result 
in supply disruptions. We agree that by 
shifting resources away from new 
construction or shutting down vital 
pipelines for hydrostatic testing or 
repair, supply disruptions could occur. 
However, at this stage we believe the 
impact of such an eventuality is too 
speculative to warrant changing the 
rules to add supply disruption as an 
acceptable reason for extending 
deadlines. Also, over the next few years 
new technologies might become 
available that would enable acceptable 
integrity assessments with no effect on 
supply. If in the future a supply 
problem appears more likely, the 
operator involved may petition us for 
necessary relief or latitude under the 
rules. 

DOE also commented on our plan to 
identify high consequence areas on it’s 
National Pipeline Mapping System 
(NPMS) and to make the information 
available to the public via the Internet. 
DOE recommended that before 
implementing this plan, we fully 
evaluate issues of critical infrastructure 
protection. Indeed, we designed the 
NPMS with infrastructure protection 
issues in mind. For example, to avoid 
creating a tool for intentional misuse of 
information with tragic results, critical 
pipeline components and operating data 
would not be shown on the NPMS. 
However, the events of September 11, 
2001, have caused even greater concern 
about the security of critical 
infrastructure systems. As a result, the 
NPMS no longer provides open access 
to pipeline-related data. These data are 
only available to pipeline operators and 
local, state, and federal government 
officials. More information on the 
availability of data and how operators 
and officials can access it is on the 
NPMS home page: http:// 
www.npms.rspa.dot.gov, 
Editing Changes 

No. RSPA-99-63551, we are revising 

DOE was concerned that construction 

ln a further rulemaking action (Docket 

§ 195.452(h)(3) to eliminate the 
possibility that periods specified for 
reviewing integrity assessment results 
could cause confusion. This change to 
5 195.452(h)(3) eliminates the need to 
revise that section to cover operators 
with less than 500 miles of regulated 
pipelines. Therefore, this Final Rule 
does not include the NPRM’s proposed 
change to 5 195.452(h)(3). 

Because this Final Rule extends the 
coverage of existing § 195.452 to all 
operators subject to part 195, there is no 
need to state in final Q 195.452 which 
operators are subject to 5 195.452. 
Therefore, we edited $195.452(a) to 
describe which pipelines are covered by 
Q 195.452 by moving relevant provisions 
in 5 195.452(b)(1) to 5 195.452(a). 
Section 195.452(a) now provides that 
5 195.452 applies to hazardous liquid 
and carbon dioxide pipelines that could 
affect a high consequence area, 
including pipelines located in a high 
consequence area unless a risk 
assessment effectively shows the 
pipeline could not affect the area. 

The NPRM proposed certain 
compliance dates for covered pipelines 
that depend on whether the operator of 
the pipeline owns or operates 500 or 
more miles of regulated pipelines. 
Although no one commented on this 
approach to determining compliance 
dates, we now recognize the approach 
could have unintended results. Under 
the proposed approach, if the miles of 
regulated pipelines an operator owns or 
operates changes during the compliance 
period (through transfer, construction, 
or abandonment of pipelines), the 
compliance dates applicable to that 
operator’s covered pipelines could also 
change. For example, if an operator 
currently subject to 5 195.452 were to 
reduce its miles of regulated pipelines 
below 500 during a compliance period 
for covered pipelines, the operator’s 
covered pipelines would then fall under 
the later compliance date applicable to 
operators with less than 500 miles of 
regulated pipelines. Likewise, covered 
pipelines of operators who increase 
their miles of regulated pipelines to 500 
or more during a compliance period 
would become subject to earlier 
compliance dates. The purpose of the 
proposed approach to determining 
compliance dates was merely to 
establish compliance dates for pipelines 
covered by the NPRM that are later than 
the existing compliance dates in 
5 195.452. We did not intend that the 
existing or proposed compliance dates 
change with changes in an operator’s 
regulated pipeline mileage. Rather, we 
intended to apply the existing and 
proposed compliance dates to covered 
pipelines existing on May 29,2001 (the 
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effective date of existing 5 195.452), 
depending on whether, on that date, the 
operator owned or operated 500 or more 
miles of regulated pipelines. 

compliance dates and to eliminate 
repetitive wording, final 5 195.452(a] 
divides covered pipelines into three 
categories. The first category includes 
pipelines existing on May 29, 2001, that 
were owned or operated by an operator 
who owned or operated a total of 500 or 
more miles of pipeline subject to part 
195. This category of pipelines is subject 
to the existing compliance dates in 
5 195,452, and will remain subject to 
those dates regardless of how many 
miles of regulated pipelines the present 
or future operator of the pipelines owns 
or operates after May 29, 2001. The 
second category includes pipelines 
existing on May 29, 2001, that were 
owned or operated on that date by an 
operator who owned or operated less 
than 500 miles of pipeline subject to 
part 195. This category of pipelines is 
subject to the later compliance dates 
proposed in the NPRM for operators 
with less than 500 miles of regulated 
pipelines. Like the first category, the 
compliance dates applicable to the 
second category of pipelines do not 
depend on how many miles of regulated 
pipelines the present or future operator 
of the pipelines owns or operates after 
May 29, 2001. The third category of 
covered pipelines includes pipelines 
constructed or converted after May 29, 
2001. Because these pipelines are not 
subject to the existing or proposed 
compliance dates, we have added 
appropriate dates to 55 195.452(b)(1), 
(b)(Z)(i), (d)(l), and (hj(3). The dates in 
paragraphs (b)(l) and (h)(3) provide 
compliance periods equivalent to 
periods allowed for Category 1 or 2 
pipelines. In paragraph (b)(Z)(il, we set 
the date as the date the pipeline begins 
operation, because operators should not 
need any longer time to identify a new 
or converted pipeline as a covered 
pipeline. The date the pipeline begins 
operation is also the compliance date in 
paragraph (d)(l), because the 
hydrostatic test part 195 requires on 
new and converted pipelines before 
operation will serve as the baseline 
assessment. 
Advisory Committee Consideration 

We presented the NPRM for 
consideration by the Technical 
Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety 
Standards Committee (THLPSSC) at a 
meeting in Washington, DC on August 
13, 2001 (66 FR 35505; July 5, 2001). 
The THLPSSC is RSPA’s statutory 
advisory committee for hazardous liquid 
pipeline safety. The committee has 15 

To clarify the application of 

members, representing industry, 
government, and the public. Each 
member is qualified to consider the 
technical feasibility, reasonableness, 
cost-effectiveness, and practicability of 
proposed pipeline safety standards. The 
committee voted unanimously to 
approve the rules proposed in the 
NPRM and the associated evaluation of 
costs and benefits. A transcript of the 
August 13 meeting is available in 
Docket No. RSPA-98-4470. 
Regulatory Analyses and Notices 
Executive Order 12866 and DOT 
Regulatory Policies ond Procedures 

We consider this Final Rule to be a 
non-significant regulatory action under 
section 3(f) of Executive Order 12866 
(58 FR 51735; October 4,1993). 
Therefore, the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) has not received a 
copy of this rulemaking to review. We 
do not consider this rulemaking to be 
significant under DOT regulatory 
policies and procedures (44 FR 11034; 
Feb. 26,1979). 

This section of the preamble 
summarizes the findings of the 
Regulatory Evaluation we prepared for 
this Final Rule. A copy of the 
Re ulatory Evaluation is in the docket. 

jipeline spills can adversely affect 
human health and the environment. 
However, the magnitude of this impact 
differs from area to area. There are some 
areas in which the impact of a spill will 
be more significant than it would be in 
others due to concentrations of people 
who could be affected or to the presence 
of enviranmental resources that are 
unusually sensitive to damage, Because 
of the potential for dire consequences of 
pipeline failures in certain areas, these 
areas merit a higher level of protection. 
We are promulgating this Final Rule to 
afford the necessary additional 
protection to these high consequence 
areas, 

Last year we established 49 CFR 
195.450 and 195.452, which are new 
requirements for additional protection 
of populated areas, commercially 
navigable waterways, and areas 
unusually sensitive to environmental 
damage from pipeline spills (65 FR 
75377; Dec.1, 2000). The new 
requirements apply to pipeline 
operators who own or operate 500 or 
more miles of pipeline. This Final Rule 
extends the same requirements, with 
modified compliance deadlines, to the 
remaining operators of regulated 
pipelines-those that own or operate 
less than 500 miles of regulated 
pi eline. 

{SPA and the National 
Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) 
have conducted many investigations 

that have highlighted the importance of 
protecting the public and 
environmentally sensitive areas from 
pipeline failures, NTSB has made 
several recommendations to ensure the 
integrity of pipelines near populated 
and environmentally sensitive areas. 
These recommendations include 
requiring periodic testing and 
inspection to identify corrosion and 
other damage, establishing criteria to 
determine appropriate intervals for 
inspections and tests, determining 
hazards to public safety hom electric 
resistance welded pipe, and requiring 
installation of automatic or remotely- 
operated mainline valves on high- 
pressure lines to provide for rapid 
shutdown of failed pipelines. 
Congress also directed DOT to 

undertake additional pipeline safety 
measures in areas of potentially high 
consequence. These statutory 
requirements call for new regulations on 
identifying pipelines in high density 
population areas, unusually sensitive 
environmental areas, and commercially 
navigable waters. They also call for new 
regulations on periodic inspections of 
pipelines in these areas with internal 
inspection devices, and on emergency 
flow restricting devices. 

This Final Rule requires operators to 
systematically manage pipeline integrity 
to reduce the potential for failures that 
could affect high consequence areas 
(populated areas, unusually sensitive 
areas, and commercially navigable 
waterways). Operators must develop 
and follow an integrity management 
program to identify pipeline segments 
that could affect high consequence 
areas, and continually assess, through 
internal inspection, pressure testing, or 
equivalent alternative technology, the 
integrity of those segments. The 
program must also evaluate the 
segments through comprehensive 
information analysis, remediate 
integrity problems, and provide 
additional protection through 
preventive and mitigative measures, 
including the use of emergency flow 
restricting devices. 

Existing 55 195.450 and 195.452 cover 
an estimated 86.7 percent of the 157,000 
miles of regulated hazardous liquid 
pipeline in the U.S. This Final Rule 
covers the remaining 13.3 percent. Of 
this percentage, we estimate this Final 
Rule will impact approximately 5,440 
miles of pipeline. We estimate the cost 
to operators to develop the necessay 
programs at approximately $9.94 
million, with an additional annual cost 
for program upkeep and reporting of 
$1.32 million. An operator’s program 
begins with a baseline assessment plan 
and a framework that addresses each 

5 



2140 Federal Register /Vel. 67, No. 11 1 Wednesday, January 16, 2002 /Rules and Regulations 

required program element. The 
framework indicates how decisions will 
be made to implement each element. As 
decisions are made and operators 
evaluate the effectiveness of the 
program in protecting high consequence 
areas, the program will be updated and 
improved, as needed. 

This Final Rule requires a baseline 
assessment of covered pipeline 
segments through internal inspection, 
pressure test, or use of other technology 
capable of equivalent performance. The 
baseline assessment must be completed 
within 7 years after this Final Rule goes 
into effect. After this baseline 
assessment, the rule further requires 
that operators periodically reassess and 
evaluate pipeline segments to ensure 
their integrity within a 5-year interval. 
We estimate the cost of periodic 
reassessment will generally not occur 
until the sixth year, unless the baseline 
assessment indicates significant defects 
that would require earlier reassessment. 
Integrating information related to the 
pipeline’s integrity is a key element of 
the integrity management program. 
Costs will be incurred in realigning 
existing data systems to permit 
integration and in analysis of the 
integrated data by knowledgeable 
pipeline safety professionals. The total 
costs for the information integration 
requirements in this Final Rule are $6.6 
million in the first year and $3.3 million 
annually thereafter. 

This Final Rule requires operators to 
identify and take preventive or 
mitigative actions that would enhance 
public safety or environmental 
protection, based on a risk analysis of 
the pipeline segment. One preventive or 
mitigative action involves installing an 
emergency flow restricting device on the 
pipeline segment, if determined 
necessary. We could not estimate the 
total cost of installing emergency flow 
restricting devices because we do not 
know how many operators will install 
them. Another action involves 
evaluating leak detection capability and 
modifying that capability, if necessary. 
We do not know how many operators 
currently have leak detection systems or 
how many systems will be installed or 
upgraded as a result of this Final Rule. 
Therefore, we are unable to estimate the 
total costs of the leak detection 
requirements. 

As a result of this Final Rule, we 
expect operators will assess more line 
pipe than they otherwise would assess. 
Integrity assessment consists of a 
baseline assessment, to be conducted 
within 7 years after the effective date of 
the final rule, and subsequent 
reassessment at intervals not to exceed 
every 5 years. We estimate the cost of 

additional baseline assessments at 
approximately $377,000 a year, and the 
cost of additional reassessments at 
approximately $531,000 a year. Cost 
impact will be greater in the sixth and 
seventh years after the effective date of 
the final rule due to an overlap between 
baseline inspection and the initial 
subsequent inspection. The additional 
costs in these two years are estimated at 
$5.26 million. 

We cannot easily quantify the benefits 
of this Final Rule, but we can describe 
them qualitatively. Issuance of this 
Final Rule ensures that all operators 
will perform at least to a baseline safety 
level and will contribute to an overall 
higher level of safety and environmental 
performance nationwide. 

The Final Rule will lead to greater 
uniformity in how risk is evaluated and 
addressed. It will also provide more 
clarity in discussions by government, 
industry and the public about safety and 
environmental issues, and how the 
issues can be resolved. 

Section 195.452 is written using a 
performance-based approach. This 
approach has several advantages. First, 
it encourages development and use of 
new technologies. Secondly, it supports 
operators’ development of more formal, 
structured risk-based programs. Thirdly, 
it supports continual evaluation of the 
programs by RSPA and state inspectors. 
And lastly, it provides greater 
opportunity for operators to customize 
their long-term maintenance pro rams. 

Section 195.452 has stimulatef the 
pipeline industry to develop its own 
consensus standard using a risk-based 
approach to integrity management. The 
rule has further fostered development of 
in dustry-wi de technical standards, such 
as repair criteria to use following an 
internal ins ection. 

The FinafRule encourages a balanced 
program, addressing the range of 
prevention and mitigation needs and 
avoiding reliance on any single tool or 
overemphasis on any single cause of 
failure. A balanced program will lead to 
addressing the most significant risks in 
populated areas, unusually sensitive 
environmental areas, and commercially 
navigable waterways, thus improving 
industry performance in these areas. 

process that gives RSPA and state 
inspectors an opportunity to influence 
the methods of assessment and the 
interpretation of results. Government 
monitoring of the adequacy and 
implementation of this process should 
expedite the operators’ rates of remedial 
action and reduce the public’s exposure 
to risk. 

A particularly significant benefit of 
this Final Rule involves the information 

The Final Rule requires a verification 

that operators will gather to support 
decisions. Two essential elements of the 
integrity management program are the 
continual assessment and evaluation of 
pipeline integrity using inspection and 
testing technology, and the integration 
and analysis of all available information 
about the pipeline. The processes of 
planning, assessment, and evaluation 
will provide operators with better data 
to use in determining a pipeline’s 
condition and the location of potential 
problems that must be addressed. Also, 
government inspectors will be able to 
focus on potential risks and 
consequences that require greater 
scrutiny and the need for more intensive 
preventive and mitigation measures. 

The public has expressed concern 
about the danger pipelines may pose to 
their neighborhoods. The integrity 
management process leads to greater 
accountability to the public for both 
operators and DOT. This accountability 
is enhanced through our choice of a 
map-based approach to defining the 
areas most in need of additional 
protection-a visual depiction of 
pipelines in relation to populated areas, 
unusually sensitive environmental 
areas, and commercially navigable 
waterways. The system integrity 
requirements will assure the public that 
operators are continually inspecting and 
evaluating the threats to pipelines that 
pass through or close to populated 
areas. 

We have not estimated quantitative 
benefits for the continual integrity 
management evaluation required by this 
Final Rule. We do not believe, however, 
that requiring this comprehensive 
process, including the reassessment of 
pipelines every 5 years, will be an 
undue burden on operators. We believe 
the added security this assessment will 
provide and the generally expedited rate 
of strengthening the pipeline system in 
high consequence areas are benefit 
enough to promulgate these 
requirements. 

Laclede commented thp we grossly 
underestimated implementation costs. 
Laclede notes that our estimate of the 
cost for all affected operators is $9.64 
million, whereas Laclede expects itself 
to incur costs in excess of $I million to 
modify its pipeline. Laclede’s estimated 
costs are to replace piping that can not 
now be inspected with internal 
inspection devices. The rule does not 
require such pipe replacement, and 
costs for such replacement therefore 
were not included in the 
implementation cost estimate. The rule 
allows use of hydrostatic testing as an 
alternative to internal inspection. 
Laclede’s replacement of piping to allow 
passage of internal inspection devices, if 
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undertaken] would be an operational 
choice based on the company’s 
conclusion that internal inspection 
would be a better method of assessment 
than hydrostatic testing. Operators are 
free to make such operational choices, 
but they are not required by the rule, 
and costs associated with pipe 
replacement are not, therefore, a cost of 
implementing the rule. We fully 
considered the costs of hydrostatic 
testing in the Re ulatory Evaluation. 

DOE expressei concern that costs 
associated with shutdown time during 
assessment or with obtaining permits to 
conduct repair activities may not have 
been included in the Regulatory 
Evaluation. DOE also thought per-mile 
cost estimates may not be appropriate 
for operators with only a few miles of 
pipe. With respect to the impact on 
small entities] DOE thought the 
requirements could have an 
unreasonable impact in some cases. 

The values we used to estimate costs 
for internal inspection and hydrostatic 
testing were based on detailed studies of 
both methods that considered all 
relevant costs. The outcome of those 
studies are per-mile estimates for 
conducting assessments. We recognize 
that costs may be higher for operators 
that have only a few miles of pipeline, 
and for whom “fixed” costs of 
assessment would be amortized over 
just a few miles. However, we are 
unable to estimate how many operators 
may be so affected. Many of the 
operators subject to this Final Rule are 
parts of larger companies, as described 
further in response to Small Business 
Administration comments] and should 
not be so affected. We will work with 
operators who may be unusually 
impacted, each of whom may request a 
waiver from particular requirements. 

While costs for permitting associated 
with conducting assessments were 
included, permitting costs associated 
with repairs were not estimated. No 
repair costs were included in the 
Regulatory Evaluation. This rule does 
impose time limits on the repair of 
certain types of defects. Generally, 
however, repair of conditions that could 
adversely affect the safe operation of a 
pipeline is already required by 49 CFR 
195,401 and so is not a new requirement 
in this rule. 
Regulatory Flexibility Act 

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
(5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), we must consider 
whether a rulemaking would have a 
significant impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. This Final 
Rule covers only those operators that 
own or operate less than 500 miles of 
regulated pipeline. Because of this 

I 

limitation, only 132 hazardous liquid 
pipeline operators, covering 13.3 
percent of regulated hazardous liquid 
pipelines, are covered by the Final Rule. 

The risks of operating pipelines are 
similar regardless of the size of the 
operating company. Accordingly, the 
need to protect against those risks is 
also similar, regardless of operator size. 
We agree with WUTC’s comment that 
“[tlhe integrity of the hazardous liquid 
infrastructure that runs beneath our 
nation’s cities, and crosses our public 
and private lands, should not be treated 
differently depending on the amount of 
pipeline owned or operated by pipeline 
companies.” 

We established an artificial cutoff 
criterion of 500 miles specifically so 
that we could review further the 
potential impact and safety needs of 
smaller operators to see if different 
treatment was needed. We completed 
our review and concluded that different 
treatment was not needed. By this Final 
Rule, we are establishing the same 
integrity management requirements for 
operators with less than 500 miles of 
pipelines as we established previously 
for operators with more pipeline 
mileage. Extending the existing 
requirements to the remaining operators 
of regulated pipelines is necessary to 
ensure the integrity of pipelines which 
could, if damaged or ruptured, cause 
significant injury to public safety and 
the environment. 

We preliminarily concluded that there 
is no disproportionate impact on small 
businesses, principally because the risks 
are the same. We examined the 
companies that operate less than 500 
miles of pipelines. A few of these 
operators are “small businesses” (less 
than 1500 employees, the Small 
Business Administration’s criterion for 
defining a small business in the 
hazardous liquid pipeline industry.) 
The majority, however, is not. The 
majority includes larger companies or 
divisions or subsidiaries of very large 
national and multi-national companies. 

We estimate that 132 operators are 
potentially subject to the requirements 
of this Final Rule, because that is the 
number of operators who paid user fees 
on less than 500 miles of pipeline in the 
last fiscal year. This number is a 
conservative upper bound. Some of 
these operators are not, in fact, affected 
by this rulemaking. As noted above, 
many are divisions or subsidiaries of 
larger companies. In many cases, the 
parent companies have other divisions 
or subsidiaries that operate pipelines 
and, when all are considered, awn or 
operate more than 500 miles of such 
pipeline. Those companies, including 
all their divisions and subsidiaries 

which may, themselves , operate less 
than 500 miles of pipeline, are covered 
by existing S 195.452 and not by this 
Final Rule. In addition, this Final Rule 
only covers pipeline segments that 
could affect a high consequence area. It 
is possible that some operators, 
particularly those with only a few miles 
of pipe, may not operate any segments 
that could affect such areas. If so, those 
operators would not be covered by this 
Final Rule, Nevertheless, we continue to 
estimate costs on the basis of 132 
covered companies, in order to provide 
a conservative estimate. 

SBA thought the NPRM’s discussion 
of the Regulatory Flexibility Act was 
inadequate. The discussion did not 
include background and basis 
information that was in the previous 
rulemaking applicable to operators with 
500 or more miles of regulated pipeline. 
However, in the present document we 
have improved our discussion of 
Regulatory Flexibility Act issues to 
describe more clearly the basis for 
concluding that this Final Rule does not 
disproportionately affect small 
businesses. S3A’s comments are also 
discussed in detail in the final 
Regulatory Evaluation, included in the 
docket. 

about the anticipated impacts of this 
rulemaking, I certify, pursuant to 
section 605 of the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act (5 U.S.C. 605) ,  that this Final Rule 
will not have a significant impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 

Therefore, based on the facts available 

Paperwork Reduction Act . .  
This Final Rule contains information 

collection requirements. As required by 
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(44 U,S.C. 3507(d]), we have submitted 
a copy of the Paperwork Reduction Act 
Analysis to the OMB for review. The 
name of the information collection is 
“Pipeline Integrity Management in High 
Consequence Areas for Operators with 
less than 500 miles of pipeline.” The 
purpose of this information collection is 
designed to require operators of 
pipelines to develop a program to 
provide direct integrity testing and 
evaluation of pipelines in high 
consequence areas. 

the NPRM addressed the information 
collection requirements. 

of hazardous liquid pipelines will be 
potentially subject to this Final Rule. 
We estimate that those operators will 
have to develop integrity management 
programs taking approximately 2,800 
hours per program. Each of the 
operators will also have to devote 1,000 
hours in the first year to integrate data 

No comment submitted in response to 

One hundred and thirty-two operators 

7 



2142 Federal Register/Vol. 67, No. 11 /Wednesday, January 16, 2002 /Rules and Regulations 

into current management information 
systems. 

Additionally, under this Final Rule, 
operators will have to update their 
integrity management programs on a 
continual basis. We estimate updates 
will take approximately 330 hours per 
program, annually. An additional 500 
hours per operator is estimated for the 
requirement to annually integrate data 
into the operator’s current management 
information systems. 

Under the Final Rule, operators may 
use either hydrostatic testing or an 
internal inspection tool as a method to 
assess their pipelines. However, 
operators may use another technology if 
they can demonstrate it provides an 
equivalent understanding of the 
condition of the line pipe as the other 
two assessment methods. Operators 
have to provide RSPA 90-days notice 
(by mail or facsimile) before using the 
other technology. We believe that few 
operators will choose this option. If they 
do choose an alternative technology, 
notice preparation should take 
approximately 1 hour. Because we 
believe few if any operators will elect to 
use other technologies, the burden was 
considered minimal and therefore not 
calculated. 

Additionally, the Final Rule allows 
operators in particular situations to vary 
from the 5-year continual reassessment 
interval or repair schedule if they can 
provide the necessary justification and 
supporting documentation. Advance 
notice would have to be provided to 
RSPA if an operator does so. The 
advance notification can be in the form 
of letter or fax. We believe the burden 
of a letter or fax is minimal and 
therefore did not add it to the overall 
burden hours discussed above. 

Organizations and individuals 
desiring to submit comments on the 
information collection should direct 
them to: The Office of Management and 
Budget, Office of Information and 
Regulatory Affairs, ATI”: RSPA Desk 
Officer, 727 Jackson Place, NW, 
Washington, DC 20503. Please provide 
the docket number of this action. 
Comments must be sent within 30 days 
of the publication of this Final Rule. 

OMB is specifically interested in the 
following issues concerning the 
information collection: 
1, Evaluating whether the collection is 

necessary for the proper performance of 
the functions of DOT, including 
whether the information would have a 

2. Evaluating the accuracy of DOT’S 
estimate of the burden of the collection 
of information, including the validity of 
assumptions used; 

I practical use; 

3. Enhancing the quality, usefulness 
and clarity of the information to be 
collected; and minimizing the burden of 
collection of information on those who 
are to respond, including through the 
use of appropriate automated electronic, 
mechanical, or other technological 
collection techniques or other forms of 
information technology; e.g., permitting 
electronic submission of responses. 

Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are 
required to respond to a collection of 
information unless a valid OMB control 
number is displayed. The OMB control 
number for this information collection 
is 2137-0605. 
Executive Order 13084 

accordance with the principles and 
criteria contained in Executive Order 
13084 (“Consultation and Coordination 
with Indian Tribal Governments”). 
Because this proposed rule does not 
significantly or uniquely affect the 
communities of the Indian tribal 
governments and does not impose 
substantial direct compliance costs, the 
funding and consultation requirements 
of Executive Order 13084 do not apply. 
Executive Order 131 32 

This Final Rule has been analyzed in 
accordance with the principles and 
criteria contained in Executive Order 
13132 (“Federalism”). This Final Rule 
does not adopt any regulation that: (I) 
Has substantial direct effects on the 
States, the relationship between the 
national government and the States, or 
the distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government; (2) imposes 
substantial direct compliance costs on 
state and local governments; or (3) 
preempts state law. Therefore, the 
consultation and funding requirements 
of Executive Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, 
Aug. 10,1999) do not apply. In a public 
meeting we held on November 18-19, 
f999, we invited the National 
Association of Pipeline Safety 
Representatives (NAPSR), which 
includes State pipeline safety regulators, 
to participate in a general discussion on 
pipeline integrity. Again in January, and 
February 2000, we held conference calls 
with NAPSR, to receive its input before 
proposing an integrity management rule. 
Impact on Business Processes and 
Computer Systems 

We do not want to impose new 
requirements that would mandate 
business process changes when the 
resources necessary to implement thqse 
requirements would otherwise be 
applied to “Y2K” or related computer 

According to the Paperwork 

This Final Rule has been analyzed in 

problems. This Final Rule does not 
mandate business process changes or 
require modifications to computer 
systems. Because the final rules willnot 
affect the ability of organizations to 
respond to those problems, we are not 
delaying the effectiveness of the 
requirements, 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Acf of 1995 

This Final Rule does not impose 
unfunded mandates under the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 
1995. It does not result in costs of $100 
million or more to either state, local, or 
tribal governments, in the aggregate, or 
to the private sector, and is the least 
burdensome alternative that achieves 
the objective of the NPRM. 
National Environmental Policy Act 

We have analyzed the Final Rule in 
accordance with section 102(2)(c) of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (42 
U.S.C. 4332), the Councii on 
Environmental Quality regulations (40 
CFR parts 1500-1508), and DOT Order 
5610.1D. We have determined that this 
action will not significantly affect the 
quality of the human environment. 

The Environmental Assessment 
(available in the Docket) determined 
that the combined impacts of the initial 
baseline assessment (pressure testing or 
internal inspection), the subsequent 
periodic assessments, and additional 
preventive and mitigative measures that 
may be implemented to protect high 
consequence areas will result in positive 
environmental impacts. The number of 
incidents and the environmental 
damage from failures in and near high 
consequence areas are likely to be 
reduced. However, from a national 
perspective, the impact is not expected 
to be significant for the pipeline 
operators covered by the Final Rule. The 
following discussion summarizes the 
analysis provided in the Environmental 
Assessment. 
Many operators covered by the Final 

Rule (those operating less than 500 
miles of regulated pipeline) already 
have internal inspection and pressure 
testing programs that cover most, if not 
all, of their pipeline systems. These 
operators typically place a high priority 
on the pipeline’s proximity to populated 
areas, commercially navigable 
waterways, and environmental 
resources when making decisions about 
where and when to inspect and test 
pipelines. As a result, some high 
consequence areas have already been 
recently assessed, and a large fraction of 
remaining locations would probably 
have been assessed in the next several 
years without the Final Rule. The most 
tangible impact will be to ensure 
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assessments are performed for those line 
segments that could affect a high 
consequence area that are not currently 
being internally inspected or pressure 
tested, and ensuring that integrity is 
maintained through an integrity 
management program that requires 
periodic assessments in these locations. 
Because hazardous liquid pipeline 
failure rates are low, and because the 
total pipeline mileage operated by 
operators with less than 500 miles of 
pipeline that could affect high 
consequence areas is small, the Final 
Rule has only a small effect on the 
likelihood of pipeline failure in these 
locations. 

The Final Rule will result in more 
frequent integrity assessments of line 
segments that could affect high 
consequence areas than most operators 
are currently conducting (due to the 5- 
year interval required for periodic 
assessment), However, if the operator 
identifies and repairs significant 
problems discovered during the baseline 
inspection, and has in place solid risk 
controls to prevent corrosion and other 
threats, as they must, the benefits of 
assessing every 5 years versus the longer 
intervals operators more typically 
employ are not expected to be 
significant. 

The Final Rule requires operators to 
conduct an integrated evaluation of all 
potential threats to pipeline integrity, 
and to consider and take preventive or 
mitigative risk control measures to 
provide enhanced protection. If there is 
a vulnerability to a particular failure 
cause, like third-party damage, these 
evaluations should identify additional 
risk controls to address these threats. 
Some operators covered by the Final 
Rule already perform integrity 
evaluations or formal risk assessments 
that consider the environmental 
sensitivity and impacts on population. 
These evaluations have already led to 
additional risk controls beyond existing 
requirements to improve protection for 
these locations. For these operators, it is 
expected that additional risk controls 
will be limited and customized to site- 
specific conditions that the operator 
may not have previously recognized. 

Finally, an important, although less 
tangible, benefit of the Final Rule will 
be to establish requirements for operator 
integrity management programs that 
assure a more comprehensive and 
integrated evaluation of pipeline system 
integrity in high consequence areas. In 
effect, this will codify and bring an 
appropriate level of uniformity to the 
integrity management programs some 
operators are currently implementing. It 
will also require operators who have 
limited, or no, integrity management 

‘ 

programs to raise their level of 
performance. 

We expect this Final Rule to provide 
a more consistent, and overall, a higher 
level of protection for high consequence 
areas across the nation. Even though 
there is a benefit, we have concluded 
that it is not significant, and, therefore, 
have issued a finding of no significant 
impact. 
Executive Order 1321 1 

This rulemaking is not a “Significant 
energy action” under Executive Order 
13211. It is not a significant regulatory 
action under Executive Order 12866 and 
is not likely to have a significant 
adverse effect on the supply, 
distribution, or use of energy. Further, 
this rulemaking has not been designated 
by the Administrator of the Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs as a 
significant energy action. 
List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 195 

safety, Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. 

are amending 49 CFR part 195 as 
follows: 

Carbon dioxide, Petroleum, Pipeline 

In consideration of the foregoing, we 

PART 195-TRANSPORTATION OF 
HAZARDOUS LIQUIDS BY PIPELINE 

1. The authority citation €or part 195 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 5103,60102,60104, 
continues to read as follows: 

60108,60109,60118; and 49 CFR 1.53. 

Subpart F-Operation and 
Maintenance 

2. In S 195.452, paragraphs (a), Ib), (d) 
heading, (d)(l), and (d)(2) are revised 
and paragraph (d) introductory text is 
added to read as follows: 
5 195.452 Pipeline integrity management in 
high consequence areas. 

this section? This section applies to 
each hazardous liquid pipeline and 
carbon dioxide pipeline that could 
affect a high consequence area, 
including any pipeline located in a high 
consequence area unless the operator 
effectively demonstrates by risk 
assessment that the pipeline could not 
affect the area. (Appendix C of this part 
provides guidance on determining if a 
pipeline could affect a high 
consequence area.) Covered pipelines 
are categorized as follows: 
(1) Category 1 includes pipelines 

existing on May 29, 2001, that were 
owned or operated by an operator who 
owned or operated a total of 500 or more 
miles of pipeline subject to this part. 

(a) Which pipelines are covered by 

(2) Category 2 includes pipelines 
existing on May 29, 2001, that were 
owned or operated by an operator who 
owned or operated less than 500 miIes 
of pipeline subject to this part. 

(3) Category 3 includes pipelines 
constructed or converted after May 29, 
2001. 

operators use to manage pipeline 
integrity? Each operator of a pipeline , 
covered by this section must: 

management program that addresses the 
risks on each segment of pipeline in the 
first column of the following table not 
later than the date in the second 
column: 

(b) What program and pructices must 

(1) Develop a written integrity 

the pipeline begins 
operation. 

(2) Include in the program an 
identification of each pipeline or 
pipeline segment in the first column of 
the following table not later than the 
date in the second column: 

. 

gins operation. 

(3) Include in the program a plan to 
carry out baseline assessments of line 
pipe as required by paragraph IC) of this 
section. 

(4) Include in the program a 
framework that- 

(i) Addresses each element of the 
integrity management program under 
paragraph (f) of this section, including 
continual integrity assessment and 
evaluation under paragraph (j) of this 
section; and 

will be made to implement each 
element. 

(5) Implement and follow the 
program. 

(6) Follow recognized industry 
practices in  carrying out this section, 
u n 1 ess- 

(ii) Initially indicates how decisions 

(i) This section specifies otherwise; or 
(ii) The operator demonstrates that an 

alternative practice is supported by a 
reliable engineering evaluation and 
provides an equivalent level of public 
safety and environmental protection. 
* * * * *  
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(d) When must operofors complete complete baseline assessments as 
baseline assessments? Operators must follows: assessments before the following 

(1) Time periods. Complete 

deadlines: 

Then complete baseline assessments not later than 
the following date according to a schedule that 

prioritizes assessments: 
If the pipeline is: 

And assess at least 50 percent of the line pipe on 
an expedited basis, beginning with the highest risk 

pipe, not later than: 

Category 1 ....................................... 
Category 2 ....................................... 
Category 3 ....................................... 

March 31, 2008 ......................................................... September 30, 2004. 
February 17, 2009 ..................................................... August 16, 2005. 
Date the pipeline begins operation ........................... Not applicable. 

(2) Prior assessment. To satisfy the assessment as its baseline assessment, * * * * * 
requirements of paragraph (c)(l)(i) of 

column of the following table, operators 
may use integrity assessments 
conducted after the date in the second 
column, if the integrity assessment 
method complies with this section. 

the operator must reassess the h e  pipe 

section. The table follows: 

Issued in Washington, Dc, on Tanuary 8, this section for pipelines in the first according to paragraph (j)[3) of this 2002. 
Ellen G.  Engleman, 
Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 02-858 Filed 1-15-02; 8:45 am] 

................ BILLING COOE 4910-6+P Category 1 January I ,  1996. 
However, if an operator 
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