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RE: DOCKET NO. 810098-El Petitions for approval of an increase in t he 
accrual of nuclear deco••is s ioning costs by Florida Power Corporation and 
Florida Power and Light Company. 

Issue: 1. Are there components and facilities now at the nuclea r 
production units which could be retained to generate electricity with 
another steam source after the remova l of the current nuclear s team 
generation co•ponents? 
Recommendation: Yes, there are portions of the nuclear electric generating 
un1t s which could be reta ined and used for future generation of 
electricity. The question does remain, however, as to whether or not it 
will be cost justified to retain these assets versus dismantling them upon 
decommissioning, at the same time the contamina ted assets are removed (See 
Iss ue 3). 

Issue: Z. Should the dismantlement of non-contaminated plant components 
be included in the funding for "Nuclear Decommissioning," or r ecover ed 
separately through the use of lives and costs specifically related to those 
non-contawinated reusable components? 
Reco••endation: The dismantlement of non-contaminat ~d plant components 
ava1lable for continued use after the decommissi oning of the current 
nuclear stea• source should be recovered separate l y through the use of 
lives and costs specifically related to those components. Howe ver, based 
on the current studies filed in this proceeding , there is no way to 
distinguish between the costs of dismantling contaminated assets and 
potentially reusable non-contaminated assets at the time of decommission i ng 
(See Issue 3). 
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Issue: 3. Should a decommissioning cost study be required from each 
company addressing the exclusion of non - contaminated components and 
facilities which can be used for generation of power subsequent to 
decommissioning of the present nuclear components? If so, in what time 
frame should they be required? 
Recommendation: Yes, FPL and FPC should file a site-specific econom ic cost 
study for each of their nuclear generating plants to determine if it is 
cost justified to retain the non-contaminated portion of the nuclear plant 
assets for use with a new generating station. These feasibility studi es 
sh ould be submitted no later than two years from the dat e of the final 
order in this proceeding. 

*Issue: 4. What methodology should Florida Power Corporation and Florida 
Power & Light utilize to decommission their units? 
Recommendation: The methodol ogy that FPC and FPL s hould utilize to 
decommission their nuclear units is as follows: 
Turkey Point Unit No. 3: Integrated Prompt Removal/ 

Dismantling 
Turkey Point Unit No. 4: Integrated Prompt Remova l / 

Dismantling 
St. Lu c ie Unit i: Mothball / Prompt integrated 

Dismantling 
St. Lucie Unit 2: Integrated Prompt Removal / 

Dismantling 
Crystal Rive r Unit 3: Prompt Removal / Dismantlin g 

issue: 5 . Should there be a conti ngency a llowance applied to the total 
cost at this time, and if so, what should the percentage be? 
Recommendation: Yes. The overall contingene y allowance of 25% for both 
FPL and FPC is reasonable at this time. Staff does, however, have reason 
to believe that this amount may change through time. 
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*Issue: 6. What is the estimated appropriate cost in current (January 1 , 
1989) dollars to decommission each of the nuclear units ? 
Recommendation: The estimated cost in c urren t (January 1, 1989) dollars to 
decommission each of the nuc l ear units are: 

Turkey Point Unit No. ~ $162,072,000 
Turkey Point Unit No. 4 190,494,000 
St. lucie Unit No. 1 205,249,321 
St . Lucie Unit No. 2 202,975,000 
Crystal River Unit No. 3 189,123,000 

*Issue: 7. What is the appropria te methodology and escalation rate to use 
in converting the current estimated decommissioning cost to the future 
estimated decommissionin g cost? 
Recommendation : The appropriate escalation rates to use in converting the 
curr ent decommissioning cost to th e future decommissioning cost for eac h 
nu c l ea r unit are: 

Turkey Point Unit No. 3 5 .80% 
Turkey Point Unit No . 4 5.80\ 
St . Lucie Unit No. 1 6 . 02\ 
St. Lu cie Unit No. 2 5.91\ 
Cr·ysla l River Uuil No. ~ 6.08\ 

The methodology used by FPL and FPC in their escalation rate analyses is 
reasonable for determining the appropriate rate. The disparity between 
staff's escalation rates and the companies' escalation rates results from 
differences in the time frame and specific inflation measures. 

~MOO. \\tftT 
O.tt~tHWI&i' 4 S"nlH; ~M&AIOC& 
RATES RU" '1i K caEO. 

*I ss ue: 8. What is the total estimated cos t of decommissioning each unit 
in future dollars based upon present operating license terminati on date? 
Recommendation : The estimated total cost of decommissionin g each nuclear 
un1t tn f u ture dol l ars based upon present operating license termination 
dates is: 

Turkey Point Unit No . 3 
Turkey Point Unit No . 4 
St. Lucie Unit No. 1 
St . Luc ie Unit No. 2 
Crystal River Unit No. 3 

ISSO£ 

M 
? . 

$ 542,426,010 
673, 190, 276 

1, 622,5 45,1 22 
1, 757,460,731 
1,201,528,228 
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~Issue: 9. As presently planned, in which year s will the funds 
accumul ated in the Nuclear Decommissioning Trust Fund be expended, by unit? 
Recommendation: As presently planned, t he funds accumulated in the Nucl ear 
Decommissioning Trust Funds will be expended in t he fol lowing yea r s: 

Unit Year (s) of Fund Ex~enditures 
Turkey P'OTiit Unit 3 2oos-2ol 
Turkey Point Unit 4 2005 - 2014 
St . Luci e Unit 1 2014- 2028 
St. Luci e Unit 2 2021- 2028 
Crys tal River Unit 3 2015-2023 
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Aissue: 10. What is the es timated futur e cost of decommi s sioning, by 
unit, in each yea r in which decommissioning funds wi ll be expended? 
Recommendat ion: The estimated future costs of decommissioning , by uni t, 
in each year i n which decommissi onin g funds wi ll be expended are: 

Turkey Point Plant 

Yea r of 
Decommis s ioning 

zoos 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
201 2 
2013 
2014 

Tota l s 

St. Lucie Plant 

Year of 
Decommissioning 

2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
202 1 
zozz 
2023 
2024 
2025 
202 6 
20 27 
2028 

Totals 

Estimated Future Cost 
Uni t No. 3 Unit No. 4 

$ 1,181,262 
5,059,912 

32,477 , 023 
101,657,092 
136 ,034 ,524 
143,924,526 

73 ,426, 868 
35 , 977 , 100 
1 2 ,687,703 

$54 2 ,4 26 ,010 

$ 647,76 2 
2,833,826 

23 , 542 ,894 
35,271,774 

118,657,270 
158,697,622 
167,902,084 

94 , 608, 4 26 
56, 171,797 
14,856,82 2 

$673,190, 276 

Est imated Fu t ure Cost 
Uni t No . 1 Un it No . 2 

$ 2 ,091 ,581 
8,282,026 

89,815,291 
32,466,450 
14,603,465 
15,482,594 
16,414,646 
17,402 , 808 
89,887,187 

309,804,347 
340,793,776 
361,309,561 
161,31 5 ,779 
149 ,6 53 ,381 

13,222,231 

$1,622,545,122 

$ 1,489,148 
6, 25 1 , 434 

72,772,279 
322,663, 298 
420,371 ,1 72 
44 5,21 5 ,1 09 
279,496,214 
209,202,077 

$1, 757,460,73 1 

Crystal River Plant 

Year of 
Decommi ss ioning 

2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
202 3 

To tal 

Es timated Future Cost 
Uni t No. 3 

$ 29,609,186 
31,409,425 
33,319,118 

264,177,471 
280,239,461 
297,278,021 
126,848,472 

6 7 , 279,726 
71,367 ,348 

$1 ,201,528,228 

(The above amounts may not add due to rounding.) 

APtlrneo fts fleA._~,., 
ON \5\U£ ? . 

OuE"' To O~sa~N 
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•Issue: 11. What is the projected date that each nucl ea r un1t will no 
longer be in cluded in rate base for ratemaki ng purposes? 
Recommendation: The projected date that each nuclear unit will no longer 
be included in rate base for ratemaking purposes is predicated on each 
unit's license expiration date . 

Turkey Point Unit 3: 
Turkey Point Unit 4: 
St. Lucie Unit 1: 
St. Lucie Unit 2: 
Crystal River Unit 3: 

April 27 , 2007 
Apri 1 27, 2007 
March 1, 2016 
April 6, 2023 
December 3, 2016 

Issue: 12. Do FPL and FPC comply wi th NRC requirements a s they pertain to 
control of the decommissioning funds? 
Recommendation: Yes, FPL and FPC comply with Nuclear Regulatory Commissi on 
(NRC) requ1rements as they pertain to control of the decommissioning 
funds. 

Is s ue : 13. Do FPL and FPC comply with NRC r equirement s as they pertain to 
the management of the investments of the decommiss ioning trust funds? 
Recommendation: At this time, it appears that FPL and FPC a r e in 
compl1ance w1th the NRC requirements as they pertain to the management of 
the investments of the decommissioning trust funds. 

Issue: 14. Do FPL and FPC comply with IRS requireme nts as they pertain to 
control of the decommissioning funds? 
Recommendation: Yes, FPL and FPC comply with Internal Revenue Service 
(IRS) requirements as they pertain to control of the decommis sioning 
funds. 
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Issue: IS. Do FPL and FPC comply with IRS requirements as they pertain to 
the management of the investments of the decommissioning trust funds? 
Recommendation: Yes, FPL and FPC comply with the IRS requirements as they 
pertain to the management of the investments of the decommissioning trust 
funds. 

Issue: 16. What are the fee structures associated with the administration 
and management of the decommissioning trust funds for FPL and FPC and are 
t hese appropriate? 
Recommendation: The fee structures are detailed in the respective company 
pos1t1ons. Despite the differences between FPL's and FPC's arrangements 
for the assessment of fees associated with the administration and 
management of their respective decommissioning trust funds, it appears that 
both companies have reasonable fee structures. 

Issue: 17. Are the parties owning an interest in the nuclear units of 
Florida Power & Light and Florida Power Corporation providing their share 
of the total decommissioning costs? 
Recommendation: Yes, it appears that each company has made necessary 
arrangements to ensure that the parties owning an interest in each of the 
nuclear units are providing for their fair share of the total 
decommissioning costs. 

Issue: 18. What is an appropriate investment strategy for a nuclear 
decomm1ss1oning trust fund? 
Recommendation: An appropriate investment strategy for a nuclear 
decommissioning trust fund should ensure that each dollar contributed to 
the fund is available at the time of decommissioning and that the fund's 
assets earn a consistent positive real return over a market cycle. 
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Issue: 19. Should a minimum fund earnings rate be imposed and, if so, how 
s hould t hat rate be determined? 
Recommendation: The companies should be r equi r ed to ens ure t hat the funds 
mai nta1n the purchasing power of the contributions by ea rning at least t he 
rate of inflation as measured by t he Consumer Price Index (CP I) over each 
five year review period. This should be the minimum fund earnings rat e 
imposed by the Commiss ion . 

*I ssue : 20. What i s the assumed appropriat e fund ea rnings rate , net of 
tax, for a nuc l ea r decommi ssioning trust f und ? 
Recommendation: The appropriate fund earnings rate, net of tax, for a 
nucl ear decommissioning trust fund should be equa l to or gr eater than the 
rate of inflation as measured by t he Consumer Price I ndex (CPI). DR I 
f orecasts a long-term average CPI over the next 25 year s of 5.27\. 
The r efor e , the appropriate f und ea rnings rate, net of taxe s and a ll other 
admini strat ive costs charged to the trust fund, s houl d be 5 . 27%. 

*Issue: 21. How often should contributions be made to the company's 
decomm1ss1oning fund? 
Recommendation: Contributions should be made to t he decommissioni ng funds 
o n a month l y ba s i s . 

Issue: 22. What are the tax and revenue requ irements implications of 
havin g a qualified fund versus a non-qual ified fund? 
Recommendation: I f income tax rates r e main cons tant and inflation rates 
and earni ngs on investment s are assumed to be the s ame f or both f und i ng 
method s , the revenue requirement s would be the same for both fundin g 
methods. 
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I ss ue : 23 . Was it a ppropria te for Florida Power & Light and Fl orida Power 
Co rporation to qua l ify t he nuclea1 decommissioning f und s under Section 468A 
of t he Interna l Revenue Code for 1984 through 1987? 
Recommendati on: Yes , it wa s appropriate fo r FPL and FPC to qualify their 
decommissioning funds under Internal Revenue Code Sect ion 468A fo r tax 
yea r s 1984 through 1987. 

I ssue: 24 . Was it appropria te for Florida Power & Li gh t to no t quali fy Lhe 
nu c l ea r decommi s s ionin g f und s under Sect ion 46BA of t he lnte rnal Revenu e 
Code for 1988? 
Recommendation: Staff beli eves that t he nuclea r decommissi onin g t rust 
fund s should be qualified in a ll yea rs when that option I S availabl e . 
However , there is no evi dence in the record to ind1cate tha t FPL' s decision 
was inappr opriate for 1988. 

Iss ue : 25. Should utili ty compan i es , prospective l y, be r equired to 
qualify nucl ea r decommissioning trus t f und s purs uant to Section 468A of t he 
Internal Revenue Code? 
Recommendat i on: No, howeve r, their deci s i ons concerning their ta x 
e l ections 1n rega rd to nuc lear decomm i ssionin g s hou l d be c l ose l y exami ned 
in future proceedings . Qualifying the funds i s t he most co nse r vative wa y 
to guarantee t hat the ne cessary f und s wi ll be available at th e time of 
decommissioning . 
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*I ssue: 26. What is the appropriate annual accrual i n equal dol lar 
amounts necessa r y to recover future decommiss1onin g costs over t he 
remainin g life of each nuc l ea r power plant for Florida Power Corporation 
and Florida Power & Light? 
Recommendation: The appropriate jurisdictional annua l acc rual s necessary 
to recover futur e decommissioning costs over the r ema ining life of each 
nuc l ea r power plant a re: 

FPL: 

Turkey Point Unit 3: 
Turkey Point Unit 4: 
St . Luc ie Uni t 1: 
St. Lucie Unit 2 : 

Total 

FPC : 

Cr ystal River Unit 3: 

Recommended 
Annual Accrua l 

$10,439 , 196 
13,590,449 
10,910,879 
8,824,810 

$43, 765 , 334 

$ 8 , 599 .412 

~L"1"R 
\SSCIE' ? • 

llor To 

*Issue: 27 . In which years are decommis s ioning costs projected to be 
inc luded in the company's cost of service, and what a re the projected 
amounts that will be included each year? 
Recommendation: Decommissioning expenses or acc rua l amounts will be 
inc luded in each company's cost of providing service each yea r until each 
unit' s operating license expiration date. The accrual amount will be that 
which the Commission a pproves in Issue 26 . This amount will be subject to 
subsequent review at least once every f i vP. years and should be reflected in 
expenses for surveil lanc e and tax savings reporting purposes . 

Is s ue : 28. What should be the effect ive date fo r adjusti ng the annual 
accrual amount? 
Recommendation : The effective date f or adjusting the annua l accrual 
amounts f or FPL s hould be January 1, 1989. The e ff ec ti ve date for 
adjusting the annua l acc rual amount approved for FPC in Order No . 18627 i n 
Doc ket No . 870220-EI s hould be made effective Ja nuary 1, 1990. 
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Issue: 29 . What are the j urisdictiona l r evenue r equirements needed to 
recover the costs associated wi th the decommissionin g of each nuclear unit? 
RECOMMENDATION: The jurisdict iona l revenue require ment s nee ded to r ecove r 
t he decommi ssionin g costs of each nuclear unit a r e as fol l ows: 

Previous 
RP. venue Requirement 

FPL: 

Turkey Point Unit 3: $ 
Turkey Point Uni t 4: 
St . Lucie Unit 1: 
St . Lucie Unit 2: 

5 ,459,105 
3,989,885 
4,978,857 
4,756,925 

Total $19.184,772 

FPC : 

Crystal River Unit 3:$ 9,400,000 

Increase/Decrease 

$ 5,152,547 
9 ,825,078 
6, 11 2,270 
4 , 213,671 

$25,303,566 

$ ( 65 8 . 526) 

~~ fits ~Lftt~ 
~\Stc.N ON I.SSUE. ? • 

Tota l 
Recommended 

Annual 
Reven ue Req . 

$10,611,652 
13,814,963 
11,091,1 27 
8,970,596 

$44 , 488.338 

$ 8,741,474 

Iss ue: 30 . Shoul d base rates be revised in t his docket to reflect a ny 
change in revenue require ments? 
Recommendation : No, base rates s hould not be rev i sed in t hi s doc ket lo 
reflect a ny change i n revenue require ments. 
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