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LIST OF ACRONYMS

12CP Twelve Coincident Peak

AD Average Demand

CC Cape Canaveral

CCOSS | Class Cost-of-Service Study

CDR Commercial/Industrial Demand Reduction
CILC Commercial/Industrial Load Control

CS Curtailable Service

DSM Demand Side Management

ECCR | Energy Conservation Cost Recovery

EPACT | Energy Policy Act of 2005

FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
FIPUG | Florida Industrial Power Users Group

FPL Florida Power & Light Company

GSLD | General Service Large Demand

HLFT High Load Factor Time-of-Use Rate

kW Kilowatts

kWh Kilowatt-hours

NARUC | National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners
CAM Electric Utility Cost Allocation Manual, January 1992
NCP Non-Coincident Peak

NERC | North American Electric Reliability Corporation
Q&M Operation & Maintenance Expense

SDTR | Seasonal Demand Time-of-Use Rate

TOU Time-of-Use
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1. INTRODUCTION, QUALIFICATIONS, AND PURPOSE

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

Jeffry Pollock; 12655 Olive Blvd., Suite 335, St. Louis, MO 63141.

WHAT IS YOUR OCCUPATICN AND BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED?

| am an energy advisor and President of J. Pollock, Incorporated.

PLEASE STATE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE.

| have a Bachelor of Science Degree in Electrical Engineering and a Masters in
Business Administration from Washington University. Since graduation in 1975, |
have been engaged in a variety of consulting assignments, including energy
procurement and regulatory matters in beth the United States and several
Canadian provinces. | have participated in reguiatory matters before this
Commission since 1976. My qualifications are documented in Appendix A. A

partial list of my appearances is provided in Appendix B to this testimony.

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS PROCEEDING?

| am testifying on behalf of the Florida Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG).
Participating FIPUG companies purchase electricity from Florida Power & Light
Company (FPL) primarily on the General Service Large Demand (GSLD),
Commercial Industrial Load Control (CILC), and Standby tariffs. These
customers require an affordable supply of electricity to power their operations.
Therefore, participating FIPUG companies have a direct and significant interest

in the outcome of this proceeding.
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Q WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

| will address the following issues:
s Class revenue allocation;
o FPL's class cost-of-service study (CCOSS); and
s Rate design.

Q ARE YOU FILING ANY EXHIBITS IN CONNECTION WITH YOUR
TESTIMONY?

A Yes. | am filing Exhibits JP-1 through JP-14. These exhibits were prepared by
me or under my direction and supervision.

Q IN SOME OF THESE EXHIBITS, YOU HAVE USED FPL'S CLAIMED
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS. DOES THIS CONSTITUTE AN ENDORSEMENT
OF THE COMPANY’S PROPOSALS?

A No. My use of FPL's claimed revenue requirements is strictly for illustrative
purpases and should not be interpreted as an endorsement of the proposed base
revenue increases.

Summary

Q PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS.

A Class Revenue Allocation

FPL's proposed class revenue allocation should be rejected. FPL's
proposal would allow rates for one class to decrease while subjecting other
classes to base rate increases of up to 46%. FPL’s proposal also fails to give
appropriate recognition to the principle of gradualism. Gradualism constraints
are appropriately applied to the percent changes in base rates (not cost-recovery

clauses) because only base rates are subject to change in this proceeding. In
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addition, while clause revenues are changed on an annual basis (or even more
frequently if a mid-course correction is sought), base rates often remain in place
for many years.

Further, FPL’s proposed allocation of the Cape Canaveral (CC) Step
increase should be rejected because it is inconsistent with the methodology that
FPL uses to allocate production capacity costs in both its CCOSS and in the
Capacity Cost Recovery Clause.

If any base rate increase is authorized in this proceeding, it should be
aliocated in a manner that moves classes closer to cost using an appropriate
CCOSS adjusted for the approved revenue requirement. In general, above-cost
classes should receive below-average increases (or no increase as in the case of
the Standby rates, which are substantially above cost), and vice versa. The CC
Step increase should be allocated in the same manner as the 2013 increase, if
awarded. This would continue moving rates closer to cost, while recognizing

gradualism.

Class Cost-of-Service Study

FPL’s CCOSS is inappropriate and should be revised in several important
respects. First, there are errors in FPL's quantification of the ‘“incentive
payments” associated with the CILC classes. The incentive payments are the
difference in the calculated base revenues between the otherwise applicable firm
rate and the CILC rate (excluding the Customer charge). The amount of the
incentive payments affects the CCOSS results because they are added to the
CILC base revenues that determine the earned rates of return from the CILC

classes. FPL similarly added back the Rider CDR credits to the GSLD class
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revenues in the CCOSS. However, FPL understated the incentive payments
associated with the CILC-1D and CILC-1T classes and overstated the CILC-1G
payments. As a result, FPL's CCOSS understates the earned returns for the
CILC-1D and CILC-1T classes and overstates the earned return for the CILC-1G
class.

Both the CILC incentives and CDR credits are collected in the Energy
Conservation Cost Recovery (ECCR) clause. FPL also pays credits for
curtailable load under the Curtailable Service (CS) rates. In its CCOSS, FPL has
allocated the CS credits to all loads, including non-firm loads. The CIL.C and
CDR payments are similarly allocated to all loads in FPL's ECCR. Allocating
non-firm {ie., CiLC, CDR, CS customers) credits to all loads, including non-firm
loads, violates cost causation and FPL's planning principles. Non-firm credits
should be allocated only to firm loads.

Third, transmission plant-related costs should not be allocated in the
same way as production plant-related costs. FPL uses the Twelve Coincident
Peak and 1/13" Average Demand (12CP-1/13" AD) method for both production
and transmission costs. The rationale supporting 12CP-1/1 3" AD is that some
capacity costs meet year-round peak demand, while other costs are incurred to
save fuel costs. While | disagree with this rationale, there is no similar dual
functionality for transmission lines and substations. Transmission plant must be
sized to meet peak demand. Further, serving loads throughout the year is a by-
product (and not a cost-causer) of serving peak demand. For these reasons,

transmission plant should be classified and allocated entirely on a demand basis.
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Further, the allocation of both production and transmission plant costs
should reflect cost causation. Thus, the allocation methodology should closely
reflect FPL's system load characteristics. FPL is a strongly summer peaking
utility and experiences its tightest reserve margins during the summer months.
This suggests that greater emphasis should be placed on summer month
demands than is provided in the 12CP-1/13" AD method FPL uses. However,
this Commission has adopted the 12CP-1/13" AD method in past cases, and for
this reason, | have no objection to retaining it for production plant-related costs.
If the Commission once again approves 12CP-1/13" AD for production plant-
related costs, it should approve 12CP for transmission plant-related costs.

Fourth, FPL's classification of production operation and maintenance
(O&M) expenses between demand and energy should be revised to comport with
the Electric Utility Cost Allocation Manual published by the Nationai Association
of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC CAM) in January, 1992
Specifically, $99 million of other production O&M expense should be reclassified
from energy to demand.

Rate Design

FPL's proposed GSLD/CILC rate designs are not cost-based and should
be rejected because the proposed Demand and non-fuel Energy charges are not
closely aligned with the corresponding demand and non-fuel energy-related
costs. FPL’s proposed CC Step rate design is of particular concern because the
entire increase would be collected through higher Energy charges. As a result of
this rate design, high load factor GSLD and CILC custormners would experience

cumulative base rate increases that are higher than the class averages. This
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result is not cost-based because most of the underlying CC costs are demand-
related. Any increases allocated to the GSLD and CILC classes that are not
needed to realign the Customer and Energy charges to reflect the corresponding
unit costs should be collected in the Demand charge.

The CILC rate should be re-opened. CILC customers are currently
receiving an “effective” Demand credit of $3.79 per kW of Load Control demand
and $4.79 per kW of Coincident Peak (CP) demand paid for the capacity they
provide to FPL. The corresponding credits paid to Rider CDR customers are
$4.68 per kW of non-firm demand and $4.90 per CP-kW demand. However,
unlike CILC, Rider CDR is not closed. In fact, the analysis provided by FPL in its
most recent Conservation Goals proceeding (Docket No. 10055-EG)
demonstrated that Rider CDR is cost-effective. Therefore, it follows that CILC
would also be cost-effective. For this reason, CILC should be re-opened, and the
incentive payment should be raised to at least the same level as Rider CDR.

Finally, based on FPL's cost-effectiveness analysis, Rider CDR would
remain cost-effective even if the credit is increased to over $12 per kW. Thus,
consistent with cost-based ratemaking, the current CILC and Rider CDR Demand

credits should be increased in this proceeding.
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2. CLASS REVENUE ALLOCATION

WHAT IS CLASS REVENUE ALLOCATION?
Class revenue allocation is the process of determining how any base revenue
change the Commission approves should be apportioned to each customer class

the utility serves.

HOW SHOULD ANY CHANGE IN BASE REVENUES APPROVED IN THIS
DOCKET BE APPORTIONED AMONG THE VARICUS CUSTOMER CLASSES
FPL SERVES?

Base revenues should reflect the actual cost of providing service to each
customer class as closely as practicable. Regulators sometimes limit the
immediate movement to cost based on principles of gradualism and rate

administration.

PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PRINCIPLE OF GRADUALISM.

Gradualism is a concept that is applied to prevent a class from receiving an
overly-large rate increase. That is, the movement to cost-of-service should be
made gradually rather than all at once because it would result in rate shock to the

affected customers.

PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW RATE ADMINISTRATION IS RELATED TO RATE
CHANGE.

Rate administration is a concept that applies when the design of a rate may be
tied to the design of other rates to minimize revenue losses when customers

migrate from a more expensive to a less expensive rate. FPL applies this
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concept in designing the GSLD and derivative rates (e.g., SDTR, HLFT).

SHOULD THE RESULTS OF THE COST-OF-SERVICE STUDY BE THE
PRIMARY FACTOR IN DETERMINING HOW ANY BASE REVENUE CHANGE
SHOULD BE ALLOCATED?

Yes. Cost-based rates will send the proper price signals to customers. This will

allow customers to make rational consumption decisions.

ARE THERE OTHER REASONS TO APPLY COST-OF-SERVICE PRINCIPLES
WHEN CHANGING RATES?
Yes. The other reasons to adhere to cost-of-service principles are equity,

engineering efficiency (cost-minimization), stability and conservation.

WHY ARE COST-BASED RATES EQUITABLE?

Rates which primarily reflect cost-of-service considerations are equitable
because each customer pays what it actually costs the utility to serve the
customer — no more and no less. If rates are not based on cost, then some
customers must pay part of the cost of providing service to other customers,

which is inequitable.

HOW DO COST-BASED RATES PROMOTE ENGINEERING EFFICIENCY?

With respect to engineering efficiency, when rates are designed so that demand
and energy charges are properly reflected in the rate structure, customers are
provided with the proper incentive to minimize their costs, which will, in turn,

minimize the costs to the utility.
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HOW CAN COST-BASED RATES PROVIDE STABILITY?
When rates are closely tied to cost, the utility's earnings are stabilized because
changes in customer use patterns result in parallel changes in revenues and

expenses.

HOW DO COST-BASED RATES ENCOURAGE CONSERVATION?

By providing balanced price signals against which to make consumption
decisions, cost-based rates encourage conservation (of both peak day and total
usage), which is properly defined as the avoidance of wasteful or inefficient use
(not just less use). If rates are not based on an appropriate class cost-of-service

study, then consumption choices are distorted.

DOES COMMISSION POLICY SUPPORT THE MOVEMENT OF UTILITY
RATES TOWARD ACTUAL COST?

Yes. The Commission's support for cost-based rates is longstanding and
unequivocal. The Commission reiterated this principle in the most recent Tampa
Electric Company rate case:

It has been our long-standing practice in rate cases that the
appropriate alfocation of any change in revenue requirements,
after recognizing any additional revenues realized in other
operating revenues, should track, to the extent practical, each
class's revenue deficiency as determined from the approved cost
of service study, and move the classes as close to parity as
practicable. The appropriate allocation compares present revenue
for each class to the class cost of service requirement and then
distributes the change in revenue requirements to the classes. No
class should receive an increase greater than 1.5 times the
system average percentage increase in total, and no class should
receive a decrease. (Docket No. 080317-El, Order No. PSC-09-
0283-FOF-EI, Issued: April 3¢, 2009 at 86-87, footnote omitted).
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Therefore, a more gradual movement of FPL's rates closer to cost would be

consistent with Commission policy rather than what FPL has proposed.

HOW IS FPL PROPOSING TO ALLOCATE THE PROPOSED BASE REVENUE
INCREASE IN THIS PROCEEDING?

FPL’s proposed base revenue increase is shown in Exhibit JP-1. Page 1 shows
the allocation of the proposed 2013 increase, while page 2 shows the allocation
of the CC Step increase.

Referring to page 1, the 2013 increase would be an 11.0% base rate
increase. The increases by class would range from a 24% decrease for SL-2 to
a 34% increase for CILC-1T.

Referring to page 2, the CC Step increase would be an additional 3.7%
hase rate increase. The proposed step increases would range from 0.9% for SL-
1to 9.1% for CILC-1T.

The cumulative base rate increases are shown on page 3. As can be
seen, FPL's proposed cumulative base rate increase is 15.1%. The cumulative
increases by rate would range from a 20% decrease for SL-2 to an over 46%

increase for CILC-1T.

IS FPL'S PROPOSED 2013 CLASS REVENUE ALLOCATION
REASONABLE?

No. FPL's proposed 2013 class revenue allocation would not move all classes
equally closer to cost. This is shown in Exhibit JP-2, which quantifies the
percentage movement to cost. As can be seen, the GSLD(T)-3, CILC-1D and

CILC-1T rates would be moved more than 100% toward cost; that is, FPL
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overshot the target by allocating a higher than necessary increase to move these
classes closer to cost. Further, some rates would move away from cost (e.g.,
Residential, SL-1, SST-DST and SST-TST). The SST-TST rate increase is
especially puzzling given that this class has the highest parity ratio of any class
at current rates (and higher than SL-2, for which FPL is proposing a substantial
rate decrease).

Second, by seeking to reduce SL-2 rates, FPL has violated Commission
policy, which has traditionally been to maintain the status quo for rates that are
currently producing returns above parity, not to decrease rates. Under this

policy, no base rate decrease should be awarded to SL-2 and SST-TST.

IS FPL’S PROPOSED CAPE CANAVERAL STEP CLASS REVENUE
ALLOCATION APPROPRIATE?

No. The proposed CC Step allocation is unreasonable. First, it was derived
irrespective of the 2013 class revenue allocation. This is improper because the
CC Step increase is a further extension of this rate case. The same principles
used for class revenue atlocation should apply equally to both the 2013 and the
CC Step increases.

Second, with a few exceptions, the proposed CC Step allocation more
closely resembles a pure energy allocation; that is, the increases by class are
nearly the same on a per kWh basis (see Exhibit JP-1, page 2). An energy
allocation bears no semblance to cost-based ratemaking whatsoever. in fact, the
allocation factors used i{o derive the allocated CC Step increase are not
consistent with the 12CP-1/13" AD factors that FPL uses to allocate all other

production demand-related costs.
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Finally, as is evident from the wide disparity between the cumulative
proposed base rate increases (from negative 20% to 46%) as shown in Exhibit
JP-1, page 3, FPL has given virtually no recognition to the principle of

gradualism.

HAS THE COMMISSION ADDRESSED CLASS REVENUE ALLOCATION IN
PRIOR LITIGATED CASES?

Yes. The Commission recently addressed class revenue allocation in the prior
FPL and Tampa Electric Company rate cases. In both cases, the Commission
limited the increases to 150% of the system average. However, in applying the
150% limitation, the Commission included cost recovery clauses in the prior FPL
case, whereas in the Tampa Electric case, the 150% limitation was applied to
base rates, excluding cost recovery clauses. Thus, it does not appear that the
Commission has a consistent policy on this. From a policy perspective, cost
recovery clauses should not be included in this analysis because they change on
an annual basis whereas base rates generally remain in place for a much longer
pericd of time. And, as we have seen recently, fuel prices, for example, may
experience great fluctuation in one year and then dramatically change again in
the next year. Thus, it would be inapprepriate to include and rely on projections

of clause revenues for just one year (the test year) in setting base rates.

HOW SHOULD GRADUALISM BE APPLIED?
FPL is seeking an increase in base rates. The cost recovery clauses are not at
issue in this case. In other words, the increase FPL is now seeking has nothing

to do with increases or decreases in fuel, energy conservation, environmental, or

14

J.POLLOCK

INCORPORATED




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

capacity costs. For this reason, gradualism should be applied to that portion of
the rate that is subject to change in this proceeding—the base rate.

Further, gradualism is not a consideration in setting the cost recovery
clauses. Thus, a sudden increase or decrease in natural gas prices will not
affect how base rates are determined in this case.

The Commission should apply the principle of gradualism to any base
revenue increase that may be approved in this case, notwithstanding any
predictions about subsequent changes in cost recovery clauses.

Given that the cost recovery clauses are separate ratemaking
mechanisms and can have positive or negative impacts on customers depending
on the circumstances, any projected short-term changes should not be

considered in setting base rates.

SHOULD FPL’S PROPOSED CAPE CANAVERAL STEP ALLOCATION BE
ADOPTED?

No. As previously stated, FPL's proposed CC Step class revenue allocation
does not recognize either cost-of-service or gradualism principles. This is
because the vast majority of the CC costs are demand-related, white FPL’s
proposed increase more closely resembles a pure energy allocation. To
continue moving rates closer to cost, while recognizing gradualism, | recommend
that the CC Step increase be allocated in the same manner as the 2013
increase, should an increase be authorized. As discussed later, | am
recommending specific changes to FPL's CCOSS that should be made so that it
can be used to determine a cost-based revenue allocation and rate design in this

proceeding.
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IF THE COMMISSION APPROVES ANY INCREASE IN FPL’S BASE RATES ,
HOW SHOULD THEY BE ALLOCATED TO CUSTOMER CLASSES?

The class revenue allocation should be derived from an approved CCOSS based
on the authorized revenue requirement. It should result in classes moving

toward cost, subject to appropriate gradualism constraints.
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3. CLASS COST-OF-SERVICE STUDY

Background

Q

A

WHAT IS A CLASS COST-OF-SERVICE STUDY?

A CCOSS is an analysis used to determine each class’ responsibility for the
utility's costs. Thus, it determines whether the revenues a class generates cover
the class’ cost-of-service. A class cost-of-service study separates the utility's
total costs into portions incurred on behalf of the various customer groups. Most
of a utility's costs are incurred to jointly serve many customers. For purposes of
rate design and revenue allocation, customers are grouped into homogeneous
classes according to their usage patterns and service characteristics. The

procedures used to conduct a CCOSS are described in Appendix C.

WHAT KEY PRINCIPLES SHOULD A CLASS COST-OF-SERVICE STUDY
INCORPORATE?

A properly conducted class cost-of-service study recognizes two key cost
causation principles. First, customers are served at different delivery voltages.
This affects the amount of investment the utility must make to deliver electricity to
the meter. Second, since cost causation is also related to how electricity is used,
both the timing and rate of energy consumption {ie., demand) are critical.
Because electricity cannot be stored for any significant time period, a utility must
acquire sufficient generation resources and construct the required transmission
facilities to meet the maximum projected demand, including a reserve margin as
a contingency against forced and unforced outages, severe weather, and ioad

forecast error. Once capacity has been installed to meet peak demand, it can
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also be used to meet off-peak demand. In other words, supplying off-peak
demand is a by-product of serving on-peak demand. Thus, customers that use
electricity during the critical peak hours cause the utility to invest in generation
and transmission facilities. Cost causation means allocating demand-related

costs relative to peak demand.

WHAT FACTORS CAUSE THE PER-UNIT COSTS TO DIFFER AMONG
CUSTOMER CLASSES?

Factors that affect the per-unit cost include whether a customer's usage is
constant or fluctuating (load factor), whether the utility must invest in
transformers and distribution systems to provide the electricity at lower voltage
levels, the amount of electricity that a customer uses, and the quality of service.
In general, industrial consumers are less costly to serve on a per unit basis
because they:

1. Operate at higher load factors;

2. Take service at higher delivery voltages; and

3. Use more electricity per customer.

These three factors explain why seme customers pay higher average rates than
others.

For example, the difference in the losses incurred to deliver electricity at
the various delivery voltages is a reason why the per-unit energy cost to serve is
not the same for all customers. More losses occur to deliver electricity at
distribution voltage (either primary or secondary) rather than at transmission
voltage, which is generally the level at which industriai customers take service.

This means that the cost per kWh is lower for a transmission customer than a
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distribution customer. The cost to deliver a kWh at primary distribution, though
higher than the per-unit cost at transmission, is lower than the delivered cost at
secondary distribution.

in addition to lower losses, transmission customers do not use the utility's
distribution system. Instead, transmission customers construct and own their
own distribution systems. Thus, distribution system costs are not allocated to
transmission level customers. Distribution customers, by contrast, require
substantial investments in lower voltage facilities to provide service. Secondary
distribution customers require more investment than primary distribution
customers. This results in a different cost to serve each type of customer.

Industrial customers typically receive service at transmission voltage.
This means that they have invested in their own distribution facilities and impose
only minimal distribution costs as compared to the vast majority of other
customers.

Two other cost drivers are efficiency and size. These drivers are
important because most fixed costs are allocated on either a demand or
customer basis.

Efficiency can be measured in terms of load factor. Load factor is the
ratio of average demand (i.e., energy usage divided by the number of hours in
the period) to peak demand. A customer that operates at a high load factor is
more efficient than a lower load factor customer because it requires less capacity
for the same amount of energy. For example, assume that two customers
purchase the same amount of energy, but one customer has an 80% load factor

and the other has a 40% load factor. The 40% load factor customer wotild have
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twice the peak demand of the 80% load factor customer, and the utility would
therefore require twice as much capacity to serve the 40% load factor customer
as the 80% load factor. Said differently, the fixed costs to serve a high load
factor customer are spread over more kWh usage than for a low load factor
customer.

All of these factors explain why it is less costly per kWh to serve industrial
customers. Industrial customers typically operate at a higher load factor, are

larger in size, and receive power at transmission voltage.

FPL'’s Class Cost-of-Service Study

Q

A

Q

HAVE YOU REVIEWED THE CLASS COST-OF-SERVICE STUDY FPL FILED
IN THIS PROCEEDING?

Yes.

POES FPL’S CLASS COST-OF-SERVICE STUDY COMPORT WITH
ACCEPTED INDUSTRY PRACTICES?

Yes, in many respects. FPL's CCOSS generally recognizes the different types of
costs as well as the different ways electricity is used by various customers.
However, there are several significant flaws that must be corrected before the
study can be used to design rates in this proceeding. The flaws include:

 Understating the amount of incentive payments attributable to
each CILC class;
¢ Allocating the non-firm credits to all loads;

e Using 12CP-1/13" AD method to allocate transmission plant-
related costs; and

o Misclassifying $99 million of production O&M expense to energy
rather than to demand.

Each of the above flaws is discussed below.
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CILC Incentive Payments

Q

A

WHAT IS THE CILC PROGRAM?
The CILC (Commercial/Industrial Load Control} program is a non-firm tariff option
in which customers agree to curtail load at FPL’s direction. The curtailment
conditions in the CILC tariff are as follows:
The Customer's controllable load served under this Rate Schedule
is subject to control when such control alleviates any emergency
conditions or capacity shortages, either power supply or
transmission, or whenever system load, actual or projected, would
otherwise require the peaking operation of the Company's
generators. Peaking operation entails taking base loaded units,

cycling units or combustion turbines above the continuous rated
output, which may overstress the generators.

By allowing FPL to curtail controllable load when resources are needed to
maintain system reliability (that is, when there are insufficient resources to meet
customer demand), FPL can maintain service to firm (ie., non-interruptible}
customers. For this reason, FPL removes CILC loads in assessing resource
adequacy. Thus, CILC is a lower guality of service than firm power, because it
can be interrupted as described above. In exchange for an agreement to curtail
load at FPL's control, CILC customers pay a lower base rate than firm

customers.

HOW ARE CILC CUSTOMERS COMPENSATED FOR THE CAPACITY THEY
PROVIDE FPL?

The Load-Control On-Peak demand charge is a reduced rate that reflects the
current value of non-firm capacity. The other applicable demand charges (i.e.,

Firm On-Peak and Maximum Demand) recover the allocated transmission and
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distribution demand-related costs and are, thus, similar in concept to FPL's other

firm rates.

WHAT ARE THE CILC INCENTIVE PAYMENTS?
The CILC incentive payments are the differential in base rate revenues
(excluding Customer charges) between the CILC rate and the corresponding firm

(i.e., GSD(T), GSLD(T)-1, and GSLD(T)-3) rates.

WHY ARE THE CILC INCENTIVE PAYMENTS RELEVANT IN THE CLASS
COST-OF-SERVICE STUDY?

FPL's CCOSS assumes that all customer classes receive firm service. This is
obviously not the case for CILC customers, which receive non-firm service.
Accordingly, to prevent a mismatch between the costing (firm) and pricing (non-
firm) assumptions, FPL restates the CILC revenues to the level they would
otherwise be if service were provided on a firm basis. The amount of the
restated revenues is based on FPL’s analysis of the incentive payments to each

of the CILC classes.

DOES FPL MAKE SIMILAR REVENUE ADJUSTMENTS FOR ANY OTHER
CLASSES?

Yes. Many GSLD customers also take non-firm service under either the CDR or
Curtailable Service (CS) tariffs. These tariffs provide specific dollar credits to
reflect the lower cost of providing non-firm service. FPL restated the GSLD class
revenues by adding back the CDR credits. Similarly, FPL reallocated the CS

credits to all customer classes in the CCOSS.
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WHERE ARE THE NON-FIRM CREDITS RECOVERED?
The CILC incentive payments and CDR credits are recovered in the ECCR. The

CS credits are recovered in base rates.

DO YOU AGREE IN PRINCIPLE WITH HOW FPL RESTATED THE CILC AND
GSLD CLASS REVENUES TO REMOVE THE INCENTIVE PAYMENTS AND
CDR CREDITS?

Yes. Restating sales revenues to exclude the non-firm credits is appropriate in
principle. | disagree, however, with two aspects of FPL's proposed revenue
restatement. First, FPL did not appropriately quantify the CILC incentive
payments. Second, as discussed later, the non-firm credits {(i.e., CILC incentive

payments and the CDR/CS credits) are not properly allocated.

HOW DID FPL DETERMINE THE AMOUNT OF THE INCENTIVE PAYMENTS
TO EACH CILC CLASS?

FPL used historical analysis to determine the proportion of the CILC incentive
payments that were assigned to each CILC class. The problem with FPL’s
analysis is that the restated revenues do not reflect the revenues that each CILC
class would generate under the otherwise applicable firm rate. This is shown in
Exhibit JP-3 and in the Table below. Page 1 is a comparison of the incentive
payments between FPL's CCOSS and as calculated at present and proposed

rates. Detailed calculations at proposed rates are shown on Page 2.

23

J.POLLOCK

INCORPORATED




10

11

12

13

14

15

~ Analysis of CILC Incentive Payments
o At Proposed Rates - ;
($000) .

Calculated | Incentive

CILC GSLD CiLC incentive | Payment

Class Rate Rate Payment Per FPL
CILC-1T | $%29,627 | $21,205 $8,423 $7.374
CILC-1D | $86,184 1 $68,533 $17,650 $16,797
CILC-1G $5,238 | $4.,639 $599 $1,026
Total $121,401 | $94,377 $26,672 $25,197

As can be seen, FPL’'s estimated incentive payments do not accurately reflect
the cost differential between firm and non-firm service. Specifically, FPL's
incentive payments to the CILC-1T and CILC-1D classes are understated, while
the incentive payments to CIL.C-1G class are overstated.

WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF OVER- OR UNDER-STATING THE AMOUNT OF
THE CILC INCENTIVE PAYMENTS?

Understating the CILC-1T and CILC-1D incentive payments means that the
earned returns from these classes as derived in FPL's CCOSS are understated.
This, in turn, means that the CILC-1T and CILC-1D revenue requirements are

overstated. The opposite would be true for the CILC-1G class.

SHOULD THE INCENTIVE PAYMENTS BE REVISED?

Yes. Consistent with the principle that the CILC incentive payments should
reflect the cost differential between firm and non-firm service, the calculated
incentive payments at proposed rates by class as shown in the Table above

should be used.
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Allocation of Non-Firm Credits

Q

HOW ARE THE NON-FIRM CREDITS ALLOCATED TO CUSTOMER
CLASSES?

FPL proposes to allocate the CS credits to all classes and all loads using its
proposed production plant allocator (i.e., 12CP-1/1 3" AD). FPL uses a similar
approach to allocate the CILC incentive payments and CDR credits in its ECCR.
As previously stated, the CILC and CDR credits are recovered in the ECCR,

while the CS credits are recovered in base rates.

IS FPL’S ALLOCATION OF NON-FIRM CREDITS APPROPRIATE?
No. Using the production demand allocator allocates the non-firm credits to both
firm and non-firm customers. This violates the principle of cost causation. It is

also inconsistent with FPL's planning principles.

WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY COST CAUSATION?
Cost causation is the principle that governs a CCOSS. Under this principle,

costs should be allocated to the customers that cause the costs {o be incurred.

DO NON-FIRM LOADS CAUSE FPL TO INCUR NON-FIRM CREDITS?

No. Non-firm customers provide capacity to FPL when FPL needs additional
capacity to maintain service to its firn loads. They do so by curtailing service
when called upon by FPL. In return for agreeing to curtail load, FPL pays a credit
to the non-firm customers. In other words, the non-firm credits are the payment
FPL makes for the purchase of capacity from non-firm loads. Thus, the non-firm
credits are a cost to provide service to firm loads. Accordingly, they should be

allocated only to firm loads and should not be allocated to non-firm loads. The
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appropriateness of allocating non-firm credits only to firm loads is further

illustrated in Exhibit JP-4.

PLEASE EXPLAIN EXHIBIT JP-4.

Exhibit JP-4 shows two different methods of allocating costs to non-firm
customers. Method 1 is to exclude interruptible foad from the CCOSS. Method 2
reflects the basic approach that FPL used in its CCOSS (i.e., to treat non-firm
load as firm) except that the non-firm credits are alfocated to the firm classes. As
can be seen, the two treatments are mathematically equivalent, but only if the
credits are allocated to firm loads.

The illustration shows the allocation of $10,000 in production capacity
costs to two equal size classes: A and B. Class A is comprised of only firm load,
while Class B's load is 50% firm and 50% interruptible. The interruptible foad
provides $1,500 in revenue. Mesthod 1 allocates zero production capacity costs
to interruptible customers (column 4, line 8). The revenues provided by
interruptible customers are used to lower the cost to provide firm service
{columns 2 and 3, line 9). This results in allocating the $10,000 as follows: Class
A $5,667; Class B $4,333 ($2,833 plus $1,500), of which the firm load would be
charged $2,833.

Method 2 treats interruptible load as firm, but allocates the interruptible
credits only to firm load. The interruptible credits are the difference between the
revenues at firm rates (or $2,500) and the revenues paid by the interruptible
customers (or $1,500). Thus, in the illustration, the interruptible credits are
$1,000. As can be seen on line 13, the $10,000 of production capacity costs is

allocated as follows: Class A $5,667; Class B $4,333 ($2,833 + $1,500), of
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which firm Class B customers are allocated $2,833. However, this is the same
allocation as if no production capacity costs were allocated to interruptible

customers in the first place (i.e., Method 1).

WHAT DOES EXHIBIT JP-4 DEMONSTRATE?

Exhibit JP-4 demonstrates that non-firm credits should be allocated in proportion
to firm loads. It would be inappropriate to aliocate the credits to total loads,
including controllable load, because that would effectively charge CILC, CDR and
Curtailable customers for the production plant costs they avoid. This would be

contrary to the principle of cost causation and regulatory precedent.

IS THE ALLOCATION OF NON-FIRM CREDITS TO ALL LOADS
COMPATIBLE WITH FPL’S OWN SYSTEM PLANNING PRACTICES?

No. FPL removes non-firm loads in determining the need for new capacity.
Thus, it does not incur production capacity costs to serve interruptible customers,
and no such costs should be allocated to them. The fundamental principle of
utility cost allocation is that costs are allocated to those customers that cause
them to be incurred. Non-firm customers do not cause capacity costs to be

incurred, and thus those costs should not be allocated to them.

HAVE YOU DEVELOPED REVISED PRODUCTION DEMAND ALLOCATION
FACTORS THAT EXCLUDE NON-FIRM LOADS?

Yes. This is shown in Exhibit JP-5. The non-firm loads were identified based on
the proportion of controllable load (in the case of the CILC classes) and demand
subject to either the CDR or CS credits to total billing demand. The allocation

factors derived in Exhibit JP-5 should be used to allocate the CS credits in the
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CCOS8S and CILC/CDR credits in the ECCR.

WOULD YOUR RECOMMENDED ALLOCATION OF NON-FIRM CREDITS
CONSTITUTE A CHANGE IN CURRENT PRACTICE?

Yes. This change is necessary to correct the inequity that non-firm customers
are being forced to pay for capacity costs that FPL incurs to serve firm
customers. Additionally, requiring non-firm customers to subsidize firm service
unnecessarily diminishes the value of non-firm service despite its demonstrated
cost-effectiveness (as discussed later), which results in lower rates to firm
customers. Further, allocating non-firm credits to firm loads is consistent with
cost causation. Thus, it comports with Commission policy, which is to embrace

cost causation.

Allocation of Production/Transmission Plant-Related Costs

Q

WHAT METHODOLOGY DOES FPL USE TO ALLOCATE PRCDUCTION AND
TRANSMISSION PLANT-RELATED COSTS?

FPL uses the 12CP-1/13" AD method to allocate both production and
transmission plant-related costs. The 12CP-1/13th AD method allocates costs
partially on a coincident peak demand basis and partially on an average demand,
or energy, basis. Further, the coincident peak portion is based on customer
demands in all twelve months of the calendar year. Thus, 12CP-1/13th AD
assumes that production and transmission plant-related costs are caused by
year-round coincident peaks and average demand. As discussed later, FPL's
predominant seasonal loads indicate that another allocation method that places

greater emphasis on summer peak demands is more appropriate than 12CP-
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1/13™ AD. However, the Commission has consistently approved this method.

Thus, | am not contesting its use for allocating production plant costs in this case.

DOES IT MAKE SENSE TO USE 12CP-1/13™ AD TO ALLOCATE
TRANSMISSION PLANT-RELATED CQSTS?

No. First, transmission plant is sized to meet system peak demands. Energy or
average demand does not determine the amount of transmission capacity FPL
needs to maintain reliable service. To illustrate, Exhibit JP-6 assumes that the
utility serves two customer classes: Class A and Class B. Each utility uses 2,400
kWh of energy over a 24-hour period. Thus, both classes have an average
demand of 100 kWwh (2,400 kWh + 24 hours). However, Ciass A has a cyclical
load shape while Class B has a flat load shape. Because of its cyclical load
shape, Class A's maximum demand is 200 kW. Class B’s maximum demand is
100 kW. To serve both classes, the utility would require 300 kW (ignoring
reserves). Had the utility provided only 200 kW {which is the combined average
load of the two classes), it could not have provided reliable service. In summary,
cost causation is primarily a function of peak demand. Thus, a proper cost
allocation method should emphasize peak demand.

Second, unlike production plant, there is no difference in the cost of
transmission plant as a function of generation technology (i.e., nuclear, hydro,
coal, combined cycle gas turbines, combustion turbines). The capital
cost/operating cost tradeoffs that are characteristic of production plant is not a
factor that determines the cost of transmission plant. For this reason, it does not

matter whether a substation is used to step-up power from generators to the
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transmission grid or to step-down power from the transmission grid to the
distribution system.

Finally, there is also a double-counting problem inherent in an energy-
based allocation method that allocates a portion of investment on average
demand and a portion on peak demand. The double-counting problem is

discussed in Appendix D.

HOW SHOULD TRANSMISSION PLANT BE ALLOCATED TO DETERMINE
THE ALLOCATION OF THESE COSTS TO FPL'S RETAIL CUSTOMER
CLASSES?

For the reasons described above, transmission plant should be allocated on a

100% demand basis. This properly recognizes cost causation.

IS 12CP SUPPORTED BY FPL’S LOAD/SUPPLY CHARACTERISTICS?

No. FPL experiences its maximum annual demand for electricity in either the
summer or winter months. This is shown in Exhibit JP-7, page 1, which is an
analysis of FPL’s menthly firm peak demands as a percent of the annual system
peak for the years 2007 through 2011 and the 2013 Test Year. The peak
demands in the other months are typically welt below the summer and winter
peak demands. These characteristics are further summarized in Exhibit JP-7,
page 2:

s FPL's minimum month peak averages only 70% of the annual
system peak.
e Monthly peak demands are only 86% of the annual system peak.

¢ Summer peak demands average about 18% (or higher) of the
non-summer peak demands.

e FPL’s annual load factor is below 60%.
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These ratios confirm that FPL has seasonal load characteristics. Thus, electricity
demands in the spring and fall months are not relevant in determining the amount

of capacity needed for FPL to provide reliable service.

ARE THE MONTHLY PEAKS IN THE SPRING/FALL MONTHS IMPORTANT
BECAUSE FPL HAS TO REMOVE GENERATION FOR SCHEDULED
MAINTENANCE?

No. Although FPL does schedule most planned outages during the spring and
fall months, this does not make these months important from a cost causation
perspective. Specifically, despite planned outages, FPL generally has higher
reserve margins during the non-summer months than during the summer
months. This is shown in Exhibit JP-8. The reserve margins were calculated as
the margin (available capacity less scheduled outages less firm peak demand)
divided by firm peak demand. FPL's summer month reserve margins, adjusted
for scheduled outages, range from 27% to 63% of the comresponding non-

summer month reserve margins.

WHAT DO THE PEAK DEMAND AND RESERVE MARGIN ANALYSES
DEMONSTRATE?

The analyses demonstrate that the summer peaks (and to a lesser extent, the
winter peak) determine FPL's capacity requirements. The other months are
irrelevant. Thus, the 12CP method does not reflect cost causation when

measured by FPL's load and supply characteristics.
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PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATION ON HOW PRODUCTION
AND TRANSMISSION PLANT-RELATED COSTS SHOULD BE ALLOCATED?
Although FPL's load characteristics support a more seasonal allocation
methodology, | do not oppose retaining the 12CP-1/13" AD methed for allocating
production plant costs, since this method has been previously approved in prior
FPL rate cases. However, transmission plant-related costs should be allocated
on a purely demand basis. If the Commission adopts 12CP-1/13" AD for

production plant, it should adopt the 12CP method for transmissicn plant.

Classification of Production O&M Expense

Q

DO YOU AGREE WITH FPL’S CLASSIFICATION OF PRODUCTION O&M
EXPENSE?
No. FPL has classified $99 million of expense to energy which, according to the

Electric Utility Cost Allocation Manual published by the National Association of

Regulatory Utility Commissions (NARUC CAM), should be classified to demand.

HOW ARE PRODUCTION O&M EXPENSES CLASSIFIED IN THE NARUC
CAM?

Exhibit JP-9 is an excerpt from the NARUC CAM showing how production &M
expenses should be classified. Production O&M expense consists of beoth labor
and materials expense. The former is related to the number of employees, while
the latter is based on the materials consumed to operate and maintain the
various generating units. The NARUC CAM generally considers labor expenses
as demand-related. This is because, in general, operating labor-related

expenses are related to the staffing levels at each plant. They do not change
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with the level of output. Materials expenses are generally considered to be
energy-related because they include consumables used in the production of
electricity. In addition, certain maintenance expenses are classified either

entirely to demand or entirely to energy.

WHAT EXPENSES HAVE FPL CLASSIFIED TO ENERGY THAT SHOULD BE
CLASSIFIED TO DEMAND?

Far the most part, FPL followed the NARUC CAM in classifying production O&M
expense. There are some notable exceptions, including nuclear operation and
supervision and other production O&M expenses. Had FPL also followed the
NARUC CAM for these expenses, it would have classified 84% (not 69%) of
nuclear operation and supervision exbense and 98% (not 44%) of other non-fuel

production O&M expense to demand.

ARE THE DIFFERENCES IN COST CLASSIFICATIONS BETWEEN FPL AND
THE NARUC COST ALLOCATION MANUAL SIGNIFICANT?

Yes. The differences are shown in Exhibit JP-10. As can be seen, FPL has
classified about $323 million of production O&M expense to demand (column 2),
while applying the methodoclogy in the NARUC CAM would result in classifying

about $422 million (or $99 million more) to demand (column 7).

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATION,
Consistent with the NARUC CAM, $422 million of production O&M expense

should be classified to demand.
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Revised Class Cost-of-Service Study

Q HAVE YOU CONDUCTED A CLASS COST-OF-SERVICE STUDY THAT

INCORPORATES YOUR RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO FPL’S STUDY?

A Yes. The revised CCOSS at present rates is provided in Exhibit JP-11. The
results are also summarized in the Table below. The revised CCOSS
incorporates the following changes:

¢ The CILC incentive payments were restated to reflect the
firm/CILC rate differentials at FPL’s proposed 2013 rates;

s CS Credits were allocated relative to firm loads;

s The 12CP method was used to allocate transmission plant-related
costs; and

o $99 million of production G&M expense was reclassified from
energy to demand.

Q PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW THE CLASS COST-OF-SERVICE STUDY RESULTS
SHOWN IN EXHIBIT JP-11 ARE MEASURED.

A The results of the revised CCOSS presented in Exhibit JP-11 are measured in
three ways: (1) rate of return; (2) parity index; and (3) interclass subsidies.

Rate of return is the ratio of net operating income (revenues less
allocated operating expenses) to the allocated rate base. Net operating income
is the difference between operating revenues and allocated operating expenses.
If a class is presently providing revenues sufficient to recover its cost-of-service
{at the current systemn rate of return), it will have a rate of return equal to or
greater than the Florida retail jurisdictional return of 5.50% at present rates.

The parity index is the ratio of each class’s rate of return to the Florida
retail average rate of return. A parity index above 100 means that a class is

providing a rate of return higher than the system average, while a parity index
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below 100 indicates that a class is providing a below-system average rate of
return,

The interclass subsidy measures the difference between the revenues
required from each class to achieve the systemn rate of return and the revenues
actually being recovered. A negative amount indicates that a class is being
subsidized each year (i.e., revenues are below cost at the system rate of return),
while a positive amount indicates that a class is providing a subsidy each year

(i.e., revenues are above cost).
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4. RATE DESIGN

WHAT RATE DESIGN ISSUES WILL YOU ADDRESS?
In this section, 1 will discuss the appropriate design of the GSLD and CILC rates.
Specifically, | will discuss:

» Demand and Non-Fuel Energy charges;
s Why the CILC tariff should be re-opened; and
¢ The justification for increasing both the CILC and the CDR credits.

Demand and Non-Fuel Enerqy Charges

Q
A

DESCRIBE THE DEMAND AND NON-FUEL ENERGY CHARGES.

These charges are designed to recover base rate (non-fuel) costs. Demand
charges are billed relative to a customer’'s maximum metered (kW) demand in
the billing month, while the non-fuel Energy charges are billed on the kWh

purchased.

HOW IS FPL PROPOSING TO CHANGE THE DEMAND AND NON-FUEL
ENERGY CHARGES?

FPL's proposed GSLD(T)-1, GSLD(T)-3 and CILC rate designs are shown in
Exhibit JP-12. As can be seen, FPL's proposed rate design would substantially
increase (by triple digits, in some cases) Energy charges and de-emphasize
Demand charges. The only significant change that FPL is proposing for Demand
charges is in Rates GSLDT-1 and GSLDT-2. All other demand charges would
increase only minimally or decrease (e.g., by 11% in GSLDT-3). There would be
a corresponding (but much larger) increase in the Energy charges, especially

during on-peak hours. Particularly noteworthy is FPL’s proposal to recover the
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entirety of the CC Step increase through higher energy charges. The resulting
post-CC Step energy charges would be 38% to over 200% higher than the

current charges.

IS FPL'S PROPOSAL FOR THE DEMAND AND NON-FUEL ENERGY
CHARGES APPROPRIATE?
No. Coupled with the disproportionately large base rate increases that FPL
proposes to allocate to the GSLD(T) and CILC classes, a rate design that
substantially de-emphasizes Demand charges would result in high load factor
customers receiving larger base rate increases than the corresponding class
average. De-emphasizing Demand charges will send the wrong price signals
and discourage load management. Allowing demand-related costs to be
collected in Energy charges will create revenue (and income) instability. Neither
outcome is consistent with cost-based ratemaking.

FPL's proposed CC Step rate design is especially inappropriate given that
a substantial portion of the CC Step increase is comprised of demand-related
costs.

in summary, FPL has underpriced the Demand charge and overpriced the
Energy charges (based on FPL's proposed revenue levels, which | do not

endorse but have used for illustrative purposes).

HOW SHOULD THE GSLD/CILC RATES BE DESIGNED?
Consistent with cost causation, the Customer, Demand and Energy charges
should closely reflect the customer-related, demand-related, and energy-related

unit costs as derived in the CCOSS. Ironically, FPL followed this practice in
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designing the proposed Customer charges, but it ignored this practice in

designing the proposed Demand and non-fuel Energy charges.

WHAT ARE THE UNIT ENERGY COSTS DERIVED FROM FPL’S CLASS
COST-OF-SERVICE STUDY?
The 2013 unit energy costs and the corresponding proposed charges for the

GSLD-2 and GSLD-3 classes are as follows:

Non-Fuel Energy (¢/kWh)
t Unit | Present | Proposed
Rate Cost | Charge | Charge
GSLD-1 | 0.704¢ | 0.922¢ 1.004¢
GSLD-3 | 0.682¢ | 0.640¢ | 1.064¢

As can be seen, FPL's proposed non-fuel Energy charges would be 143% and
156% higher than the corresponding non-fuel energy costs, respectively. The
present GSLDT-1 Energy charge already exceeds unit cost. The fact that the
proposed standard Energy charges would exceed unit cost means that the
corresponding Demand charges are understated, and a significant amount of
demand-related costs would be collected in the Energy charge. The proposed
time-of-use (TOU) rates, which are derived from the standard rates, were also
designed to collect a significant amount of demand-related costs in the proposed

On-Peak Energy charges, as shown in the Table below.

Non-Fuel Energy (¢/kWh)

Present Rates Proposed Rates
Unit | On-Peak | Off-Peak | On-Peak | Off-Peak
Rate Cost | Charge | Charge | Charge [ Charge

GSLDT-1 | 0.704¢ | 2.047¢ | 0.426¢ | 1.717¢ | 0.704¢
GSLDT-3 | 0.682¢ | 0.739¢ | 0.804¢ | 2.155¢ | 0.682¢

CILC-1D | 0.700¢ 0.646¢ 2.719¢ | 0.700¢
CILC-1G | 0.710¢ 1.175¢ 3.479¢ | 0.710¢
CILC-T | 0.680¢ 0.599¢ 2.155¢ | 0.682¢
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HAS FPL ADEQUATELY EXPLAINED WHY THE NON-FUEL ENERGY
CHARGES ARE MUCH HIGHER THAN ACTUAL ENERGY COSTS?

Na. FPL's workpapers indicated that the Energy charges were adjusted to
achieve the desired class revenue targets. Further, in response to discovery
(SFHHA Interrogatory No. 56), FPL asserts that higher energy charges will be
offset by fuel savings. Such an assertion has nothing to do with cost-based
ratemaking. In addition, fuel savings are speculative and subject to extreme
changes. For example, if natural gas prices returned to the levels experienced
prior to the economic recession, FPL's proposed rate design would be especially
harmful to those high load factor customers that must compete in both domestic
and global markets. Any proposal to link base rate design with specuiative fuel

cost savings should be rejected.

ARE FPL’S PROPOSED ON-PEAK ENERGY CHARGES APPROPRIATE?

No. As previously stated, the proposed On-Peak Energy charges would recover
significant demand-related costs. Rather than triple digit increases in Energy
charges, which adversely affect high load factor customers, it would be far more
reasonable to allocate most of the increase (over and above any required
increase to raise the Energy charges at least up to unit cost) to the Demand

charges.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDED RATE DESIGN.
The GSLDT-1, GSLDT-3 and CILC rates should be designed so that the charges
more closely reflect unit cost. For this reason, | agree with FPL’s proposed

Customer charges. However, for the reasons stated previously, | disagree with
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FPL's proposed Demand and non-fuel Energy charges. Based on my analysis,
any increase allocated to the GSLD(T)-1 class should be entirely in the Demand
charge. The GSLD(T)-3 and CILC Energy charges should be increased by the
amount necessary to reflect the unit cost as indicated in the Table on page 38.

Any remaining revenue deficiency should be recovered in the Demand Charge.

Reopening the CILC Rate

Q

A

WHY IS CILC A CLOSED RATE SCHEDULE?

The CILC rate is currently closed and has been since 1996. The stated reason
for closing CILC was that the rate was fuily subscribed and that additional CILC
load would not be cost-effective at that time (see Order No. PSC-96-0468-FOF-

EG in Docket No. 960130-EG).

SHOULD THE CILC RATE REMAIN CLOSED?
No. Circumstances have changed dramatically since 1996, when the CILC rate

was closed. Further, FPL has not imposed similar restrictions on Rider CDR.

PLEASE EXPLAIN.
FPL continues to add non-firm load on Rider CDR. As discussed later, Rider
CDR has a higher capacity payment than CILC at FPL's proposed 2013 rates,
and it is cost-effective.

Further, equipment costs far new generation capacity were much lower in
1996. Now, the cost of new generation capacity has increased dramatically. The
avoided unit currently being used to establish the capacity payments in Schedule

QS-2 is estimated to cost $930/kW. By comparison, the installed cost of FPL's
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combustion turbines is only $123/kW. Rising equipment costs mean that
additional CILC load is now very cost-effective.

Interruptible power has also received increasing attention from legislative
and regulatory policy makers. For example, the Energy Policy Act of 2005
(EPACT 2005) specifically encourages the development of demand response

programs, which are a form of non-firm service:
(d) Demand Response.—The Secretary shall be responsible
for—

(1) educating consumers on the availability, advantages, and
benefits of advanced metering and communications technologies,
including the funding of demonstration or pilot projects;

T(2) working with States, utilities, other energy providers and
advanced metering and communications experts to identify and
address barriers to the adoption of demand response programs;
and

(3) <<NOTE: Deadline. Reports.>> not later than 180 days after
the date of enactment of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, providing
Congress with a report that identifies and quantifies the national
benefits of demand response and makes a recommendation on
achieving specific levels of such henefits by January 1, 2007.”

(e) <<NOTE: 16 USC 2642 note>> Demand Response and
Regional Coordination. --

(1) In general.—lt is the policy of the United States to encourage
States to coordinate, on a regional basis, State energy policies to
provide reliable and affordable demand response services to the
public.

(2) Technical assistance.—The Secretary shall provide technical
assistance to States and regional organizations formed by two or
more States to assist them in—

(A) identifying the areas with the greatest demand response
potential;

(B) identifying and resolving problems in transmission and
distribution networks, including through the use of demand
response;

(C) developing plans and programs to use demand response to
respond to peak demand or emergency needs; and

(D) identifying specific measures consumers can take to
participate in these demand response programs.
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Following the enactment of EPACT 2005, the FERC issued Order No. 693
directing NERC to submit a medification to reliability standard BAL-002, which
includes a requirement that explicitly allows demand-side management (DSM) to
be used as a resource for contingency reserves provided that it is treated on a
comparable basis and meets similar technical requirements as other rescurces
providing this service. Varicus regional market organizations and independent
system operators have been working to integrate demand response into their
organized markets that allow non-firm loads to provide capacity when it is
needed to maintain system reliability or is more economical than operating

generation.

IS INTERRUPTIBLE POWER AN IMPORTANT RESOURCE FOR THE STATE
OF FLORIDA?

Yes. The interruptible tariffs have been in place for decades. They have been
and currently are a valuable resource to FPL and to the state as a whole. When
capacity is needed to serve firm load customers, interruptible customers,
statewide, may be called upon (with or without notice and without limitation as to
the frequency and duration of curtailments) to discontinue service so that the
lights will stay on for the firm customer base. Such interruption often causes

productjon to be shut down resulting in losses for the interruptible customer.

HOW CAN THE COMMISSION NURTURE THIS VALUABLE RESOURCE?
The Commission should re-open the CILC rate. Further, it should raise the
payments to both CILC and CDR customers to more appropriately compensate

them for the capacity they provide. The latter point is discussed below.
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WHAT EVIDENCE SUPPORTS RE-OPENING THE CILC RATE?
As previously stated, FPL continues to recruit new non-firm load under Rider
CDR. However, Rider CDR customers are paid more for their non-firm capacity

than CILC customers. This is demonstrated in Exhibit JP-13.

PLEASE EXPLAIN EXHIBIT JP-13.

Exhibit JP-13 shows the derivation of an "effective” per unit CILC credit. The
per unit credit is measured on a per kW of Load Control Demand (coiumn 4) and
on a per coincident peak (CP) kW basis (column 5). The starting point for both
calculations is the amount of incentive payments (column 1) derived in Exhibit
JP-3.

A previously stated, CILC customers pay lower Demand charges for their
non-firm or load control demand. The load control billing determinants are shown
in column 2. The corresponding CP-kW demands are shown in column 3. As
can be seen, based on the proposed 2013 rate differentiais, the average CILC
credit is $3.79 per kW of Load Control demand and $4.79 per CP-kW. However,
the corresponding Rider CDR credits are $4.68 per kW and $4.90 per CP-kW.

Therefore, CILC customers are being paid less for capacity than similar
non-firm customers on Rider CDR. Yet, as previously stated, Rider CDR

remains open.

IS THE CDR PROGRAM COST-EFFECTIVE?
Yes. FPL's Demand Side Management Plan (which was filed in Docket No.
100155-EG) revealed that Rider CDR was producing a 3.1 benefit-to-cost ratio.

This is shown in Exhibit JP-14. In other words, Rider CDR is cost-effective
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based on the current $4.68 per kW month credit that FPL is paying CDR
customers. Because CILC customers are being paid less, the CILC rate is also
cost-effective, and it should be re-opened. Further, to eliminate discrimination,
the CILC incentive payments should be increased to at least the same level as

Rider CDR.

WHY IS IT REASONABLE TO ASSUME THE CILC RATE IS COST-
EFFECTIVE JUST BECAUSE THE CDR IS COST-EFFECTIVE?

Rider CDR is very similar to CILC. For example, under Rider COR, load may be
curtailed under any of the following circumstances:

e Control Condition:

e The Customer's controllable load served under this Rider is
subject to control when such control alleviates any emergency
conditions or capacity shortages, either power supply or
transmission, or whenever system load, actual or projected, would
otherwise require the peaking operation of the Company's
generators. Peaking operation entails taking base loaded units,
cycling units or combustion turbines above the continuous rated
output, which may overstress the generators.

Thus, curtailments may occur during shortages of either generation or
transmission capacity. These conditions are similar to the ones applicable to
CILC customers, as stated previously. Further, FPL, not the customer, makes
curtailments under both Rider CDR and CILC.

And, both Rider CDR and CILC customers are required to have load
control equipment installed to provide FPL direct control over the customer’s
electrical load. This equipment is paid for by the customer through an additional
Customer charge. CILC customers pay higher Customer charges than the

corresponding firm rate customers.
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Rider CDR Credit

Q

A

SHOULD THE CDR CREDIT BE INCREASED?
Yes. The Rider CDR credit has not changed since 2004. However, as
previously discussed, costs for new generation capacity, upon which the CDR

credit is based, have increased since 2004.

WHAT SPECIFIC EVIDENCE INDICATES THAT THE CDR RIDER CREDIT
SHOULD BE INCREASED?

Exhibit JP-14 shows that the current $4.68 per kW credit produces a 3.1 benefit-
to-cost ratio. If this ratio were set at 1.2, the credit would increase by 158% to
$12.07 per kW. In other words, Rider CDR would remain cost-effective even if

the credit were set at $12.07 per KW.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATION.

The CDR program would remain cost-effective even if the credit is raised to
$12.07 per kW. Because CDR and CILC are simitar programs, a similar increase
in the CILC incentive payments would not only be cost-effective, it would also be

consistent with cost-based ratemaking.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.
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APPENDIX A

Qualifications of Jeffry Pollock

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
Jeffry Pollock. My business mailing address is 12655 Olive Blvd., Suite 335, St.

Louis, Missouri 63141,

WHAT IS YOUR OCCUPATION AND BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED?

| am an energy advisor and President of J. Pollock, incorporated.

PLEASE STATE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE.

I have a Bachelor of Science Degree in Electrical Engineering and a Masters in
Business Administration from Washington University. 1 have also completed a
Utility Finance and Accounting course.

Upon graduation in June 1975, | joined Drazen-Brubaker & Associates,
inc. (DBA). DBA was incorporated in 1972 assuming the utility rate and
economic consulting activities of Drazen Associates, Inc., active since 1937.
From April 1995 to November 2004, | was a managing principal at Brubaker &
Associates (BAI).

During my tenure at both DBA and BAl, | have been engaged in a wide
range of consulrting assignments including energy and regulatory matters in both
the United States and several Canadian provinces. This includes preparing
financial and economic studies of investor-owned, cooperative and municipal
utilities on revenue requirements, cost of service and rate design, and conducting

site evaluation. Recent engagements have included advising clients on electric
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restructuring issues, assisting clients to procure and manage electricity in both
competitive and regulated markets, developing and issuing requests for
proposals (RFPs), evaluating RFP responses and contract negotiation. | was
also responsible for developing and presenting seminars on electricity issues.

| have worked on various projects in over 20 states and several Canadian
provinces, and have testified before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
and the state regulatory commissions of Alabama, Arizona, Colorado, Delaware,
Florida, Georgia, lllincis, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Minnesota,
Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, New Jersey, New Mexico, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Texas, Virginia, Washington, and Wyoming. | have also appeared before the
City of Austin Electric Utility Commission, the Board of Public Utilities of Kansas
City, Kansas, the Bonneville Power Administration, Travis County (Texas) District
Court, and the U.S. Federal District Court. A partial list of my appearances is

provided in Appendix B.

PLEASE DESCRIBE J. POLLOCK, INCORPORATED.

J.Pollock assists clients to procure and manage energy in both regulated and
competitive markets. The J.Pollock team also advises clients on energy and
regulatory issues. Our clients include commercial, industrial and institutional
energy consumers, J.Pollock is a registered Ciass | aggregator in the State of

Texas.
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APPENDIX B

Testimony Filed in Regulatory Proceedings
by Jeffry Pollock

PROJECT| UTIIJ'I'\' S ONBEHALFOF . DOCKET . TYPE REGULATQR_! JURI_S[!IC;“?_N_ o SUBJECT DATE
7120101 |LONE §TAR TRANSMISSION, LLC Texas Industrial Ensrgy Consumers - ‘Revenug Requirement, Rider AVT 62112012
[“111102° [ENTERGY TEXAS, INC. "7 “Texas Industrial Enargy Consumers [Class Cost-of-Senvice Study, 41372012
i ; ‘Revenue Alfocation, and Rate Design
111102 [ENTERGY “Texas Industrial Energ“\,:-CB'l"\sumsrs ; 3886 T Tiremt iEs Revenue Requirements, Class Cost- | 3/27/2012
-of-3endce Study, Revenue Aflocation,
.and Rate Design
¢1023 |ENTERGY TEXAS, INC. Texas Industrial Energy Consumars : 39851 Supplemantal Rebuttal ™ iCompetitive Gengration Senvice 212412012 |
I e ; S issues ...
81203 |ENTERGY TEXAS, INC. Texas Industnal Energy Consumers 39851 Supplemental Direct ! TX :Competitive Generation Senice 2/10/2012
e — qon @ ool ! P Issues ... I
101101 |AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY :Texms Industrial Energy Consumers 38722 : Direct ™ :Carrying Charge Rate Applicable to 114412011
L i 7 B o - the Additienal True-Up Balance and L
110703 GULF PCWER COMPANY :Florida Industrial Power Us 11} 110138-El ! Direct FL Cost Allocation and Storm Reserve 10/14/2011
90404 |CENTERPOINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELEGTRIG, L0 Texas Indiisinial Energy Gonsumars " 38504 ‘ Direct X {Carrying Charge Rats Applicable ta | 9/12/2011
'the Additional True-Up Balance and
iTaxas
101101 {AEP TEXAS NORTH COMPANY Texas Indusirial Energy Consumers g 39361 " "Cross-Rebutal ™ 'Energy Efficiency Cost Recovery 8/10/2011
101101 |AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY :Texas Industrial Energy Cansumers 39360 Cross-Rebuttal I ™ Energy Efficiency Cost Recovery 8/10/2011
. PN SO R I o : . Faclor R S
100503 |ONCOR ELECTRIC DELIVERY COMPANY, LLC iTexas Industrial Energy Consumers 39375 Direct Lpd :Energy Efficiency Cost Recovery 8122011
s . T e e [ i .- —iFaclor P e e egrime]
90103 |ALABAMA POWER COMPANY :rAIahama industrial Energy Consumers 31853 Direct AL :Renswabie Purchased Power 7i28/2011
S i R - [ . Aareement [ .
101101 AEP TEXAS NORTH COMPANY :Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 393561 Direct T iEnergy Efficiency Cost Recovery 7i2s/2014
e Ao = . - e o - . iFagtor . S
AL COMPANY ‘Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 36350 Direct ™ iEnergy Efficiency Cost Recovery 7i20i2011
-Factor
90201 [ENTERGY TEXAS, INC. Texas Industrial Enargy Consumers 39366 Direct ™ :Energy Efficiency Cost Recovery 711972011
Factor
50404 |GENTERPOINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC, LLC  Texas industrial Energy Consumers 39363 " Direct ™ Energy Efficiency Cost Recavery 77152011
— 1 . - Factor
101201 |NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY ' iXcel Large Industrials E062/GR-10-971 i Direct MN Surplus Depreciation Resene, 4/5/2011
i ‘ Incentive Compensation, Non-Asset
| ! i Trading Margin Sharing, Cost
i ‘ ] Allocation, Class Revenue Allocation,
e : ‘Rata Desian
101202 |ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER Wyoming Industrial Energy Consumers 20000-381-EA-10 | Dirgct WY ‘2010 Protocals 2112011
100602 TEXAS-NEW MEXICO POWER COMPANY "Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 38480 ; Direct ™ Cost Allocation, TGRF 11782010
| 60402 \GEORGIA POWER COMPANY T T Georgia Industrial GroupiGeorgia Traditonal | 31858 Direct = GA Allemate Rate Plan, Retum on 10/22/2010 |
Manufacturers Group i Equily, Riders, Cost-of-Senice
: g Study, Revenue Allocation, Economic
80404 |GENTERPOINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC, LLC  Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 38339 ““Cross-Rebuttal | ™ " Cost Allocation, Class Revenue 972412010
I e e e : - et e LAlogation o L ]
90404 |CENTERPQINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC, LLC . Texas Industrial Energy Consumers : 38339 Direct ™ :Pansion Expense, Surplus 9/10/2010
: i :Depreciation Resenve, Cost
— . . . i . e e e - L o+ v e e o eme—AMloCRtion Rate Desian. Riders .~ [ __ |
100303 NIAGARA MORAWK POWER GORP. :Multiple Intervenors 10-E-0050 Rebuttal NY Multi-Year Rate Plan, Cost Allocation, |  8/5/2010

Revenue Allocation, Reconciliation
Mechanisms Rate Design

48




'Cost allocaticn and rate dasign
I

Testimony Filed in Regulatory Proceedings
by Jeffry Pollock
PROJECT| Lo e .... . ONBEHALFOF DOCKET IVEE REGUUATORYIUR D ICTION S o U E G T | DATE
100203 [NIAGARA MOHAWK POWER CORP. Multiple intervenors 10-E-0050 Direct NY Mulli-Year Rate Plan, Cost Allocation,” 0714/2010
Revenue Allocation, Reconciliation !
- o R e n et e e e e Cemieninas £ e et i et e D o i et o e Mechanisms. Rate Design de
91203 ENTERGY TEXAS, INC. Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 37744 Cross Rebuttal hE Cost Allocation, Revenue All 6/30/2010
; . CGS Rate Dasign, Interruptible
: : -Service
91203 [ENTERGY TEXAS, INC. " Texas indusirial Energy Consumars 37744 7 Direst ™ " IClass Cost of Service Sludy, Revenue| 8/9/2010
A iAllocation, Rate Design, Competitive |
- ‘Generation Senices, Line Extension
, :Policy
90201 |ENTERGY TEXAS, INC. {Texas Industrial Erergy Gonsumers 37482 Cross Rebuttal N R “Allocation of Purchased Power 2132010
e % o o mos o . e e - R ..Gapacity Costs [ A
0402 |GEORGIA POWER COMPANY iGeargia Industrial GroupiGeorgia Traditional 28645 Direct GA Fuel Cost Recovery 1/29/201G
F T VT _ Manufacturers Group . . e T - S B . .
90201 ENTERGY TEXAS, INC. .Texas Industriat Energy Consumers 37482 Direct TX iPurchased Power Capacity Cost 17222010
S . T e e . . . . - S CiFector —
80403 VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY MaadWestvace Corporation PUE-2009-00081 Direct VA i Allecation of DSM Costs . 1132010
: . - d S
96201  {ENTERGY TEXAS, ING, Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 37580 Direct ™ ‘Fuel refund 12/4/2009
90403 |VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY ‘MeadWeshaca Corporation PUE-2009-00018 Dirzct VA ‘Standby rate design; dynamic prcing | 11/672609
— e e : s
80601  |SOQUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVYICE COMPAN . Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 37135 Direct i ™ Transmission cost recovery factor 10/22/2009
80703 |MID-KANSAS ELECTRIC COMPANY, LLC ‘Weslern Kansas Indusirial Energy 09-MKEE-869-RTS  Direct Ks ‘Revenue requirements, TIER, rale | 10/15/2008
iConsumars : e ..j."“ign .
90601 | VARIQUS UTILITIES \Florida Industrial Power Uisers Group 090002-£G Direct FL :Interruptible Credits 10/2/2008
80505 {ONCOR ELECTRIC DELIVERY COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 36958 "Cross Rebuttal i 12010 Energy efficiency cost recovery | 8/18/2008
i 'factor
81001 PROGRESS ENERGY FLORIDA Florida Industrial Power Users Group 30079 Direct FL ‘Cost-of-senice study, revenug 8/10/2009
! o ‘allocation, rate design, depreciation
90404 |CENTERPQINT Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 36918 Cross Rebuttal TX Allpcation of System Restoration 7172009
: [Costs
90301 |FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY ‘Florida Industrial Power Users Group 080677 Direct FL Depreciation; class revsnue 7HE/Z009
i ! - B ' allccation: rate desigr; cost
90201 |ENTERGY TEXAS, INC. i Teaas Indusirial Energy Consumers ! 36955 Direct TX Approval to revise energy efficiency 7H16/2009
: i ! 8 cast recovery factor
90601  IVARIOUS UTILIMES ;Florida Industrial Power Users Group © VARIOUS DOCKETS Direct ' FL Conservation goals 716/2009
1 : | !
80201 |ENTERGY TEXAS, INC. iTexas Industrial Energy Consumars 36931 Direct i ™= ‘System restoration costs under 6/30/2009
Senate Bill 768
90502 SOUTHWESTERN ELEGTRIC POWER COMP, | Texas Industrial Energy Consumers | 966 Direct ™ " Authority to revise fixed fuel factors 6/18/2008
BOBO5 |TEXAS-NEW MEXICO POWER COMPANY ‘Texas Industrial Energy Consumers " "36025 Cross-Rebuttal T ™ 'Gost allocatiion, revenue aliocation | 6/10/2000
- e e i v s . e and raje design
BOBOS | TEXAS-NEW MEXICO POWER COMPANY :Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 36025 Direct ™ Cost allocation, revenue allocation, 5/2712009
rate design
81201 NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY Xcel Large Industrials 0B-1065 Sumrebuttal MN Cost allocation, revenue allocation, 5/27/2009 |
' irate design
90403  |VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY MeadWestvaco Corporation PUE-2009-00018 | Diract VA :Transmission cest allocation and rate | 5/20/2009
! ‘design
80101 |NORTHERN INDLANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY  Beta Steel Corporation . 43526 Direct ) IN 5/8/2009
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|
PROJECT|

81203

NTERGY SERVICES, INC

 Texas Industrial Energy Consumers

ON BEHALF OF

81201 NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY
81203 |ENTERGY 5ERVICES. INC
80001 |ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER

' 81203 ENTERGY SERVICEE

TEXAS ENERGY FUTURE HOLDINGS LTD

70101 |GEORGIA POWER COMPANY

80505 ONCOR ELECTRIC DELVERY COMPANY &

;Xcel Large Industrials
“Texas Industrial 'Ena}g'yr Consumers
‘Wyoming Industrial Energy Gonsumers

‘Texas Indusirial Energy Consumers

" Texas Industrial Energy Consumers

i '-"ééo'rdi;-lnwstrial Group and Geergia

'Traditional Manufacturers Association

BO505 |ONCOR ELECTRIC DELIVERY COMPANY &
TEXAS ENERGY FUTURE HOLDINGS LTD

780802 |TAMPA ELECTRIC COMBANY

80601 |SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY

80601 | SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY

80601 |SCUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY

' Texas industial Energy Consumers

" iThe Florida Industrial F"nw-er'Use'rs'Grdup

:and Maosaic Company

“Texas Industrial Energy Consumers .

""Texas Industrial Energy Consumers

Texas Industrial Ehergy Consumars

"'50106 |ALABAMA POWER COMPANY
750701 |ENTERGY TEXAS, INC.
70703 'ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES, TEXAS
50403 |TEXAS PUC STAFF

[ 50103 [TEXAS PUC STAFF

70703 |ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITES, TEXAS

70703 |ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITES, TEXAS

70702 ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITES, TEXAS
i

" {Texas Indusirial Energy Consumers
" “Texas Industrial Energy Consumers

60104 |SOUTHWESTERN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY

:Alabama Industrial Energy Consumers

 Texas Industrial Energy Consumers

“Texas Incustrial Energy Consumers

“Texas Industiis| Energy Consumers

Texas Industrial Energy Consumers

‘Texas Industrial Enerby Consumers
i

" Téxas industrial Ensrgy Cansumers

I CCIC KE TR TYPE  REGULATORYJURISDICTION S UE JE C TR PENIOATE NS
ERQOD8-1056 Rebuttal FERC .Rough Production Cost Equalization | 5/7/2609
e m——t oo onomme wemdbiiio® A
05-1065 Rebuttal MN .Class revenue aliocation and the 51512008
classification of renewable energy
Cem e e e o - P S Casls. —
08-1065 Direct MN Cost-ct-senvice study, class revenue 41712009
aliocation. and rate design
EROB-1056 Answer FERC " 'Rough Production Gost Equalization | 3/6/2008
o , . - P o
20000-332-ER-08 Direct WY :Cost of sendce study, revenue 1/30/2008
:allpcation; inverted rates; ravenue
requirements
ERO8-1656 Direct FERG ‘Entergy's propcsal seeking © 17972009
Commission approvat to allocate i
Rough Proguction Cost Equalization
35717 Gross Rebuttal > T T Retail transformation; cost allocation,
‘demand ratchet waivers,
e s e oo .o.ooojiransmission costaflocationfactor | |
27800 Direct GA .:Cash Return on CWIP associated 12119/2008
iwith the Plant Vagtle Expansion !
Tasnr Direct > S iRevenue Rédﬁirémenl. class costof | 11/25/2008 |
g iservice study, class revenue
" 080317-El Direct . FL ‘Revenus Requirements, etail class | 11/26/2008
cost of senvice stuay, class revenue
allocation, firm and nen firm rate
vo eemiceimeno—e . .O@sian and the Transmissi .
35783 Supplemental Direct TX :Recevery of Energy Efficiency Costs
35763 Cross-Rebuftal T 7 CostAliccation, Demand Ratchet, | 70/2872008
‘Renewable Energy Certificates (REC}
T asres ‘Direct ™ ‘Revenue Requirsments. Fuel 10M3/2008
Reconciliation Revenue Allocation,
. - e Srmri A Pmia e
18148 Direct AL :Energy Cost Recovery Rate §/16/2008
e S S — UWITHDRAWNY . .
35268 Direct ™ Allocation of rough production costs 7192008
e Qualization payments |
34800 Direct n-Unanimous Stipulation 671172008
T 3672 T supplemental Rebuita B S Mransmission Optimization s~ | 6/3/2608 |
i ' Ancillary Senices Studies
TUTTTE7I | supplemental Dirsct | U™ T Transmission Gptimization and | 872342008 |
i ‘Ancillary Senvices Studies
33891 | Supplemental Direct T T 77 77T |Cerlificate of Convenience and | 5/8/2008 |
o o cusem me o Jhooo @ oo s ue e |Meeessiy |
34800 Cross-Rebuttal X iCast Allocation and Rate Design and | 4/18/2008
iCompetitive Generation Service
T a0 - Direct ™ "7 Eligible Fusl Expense 4/11/2008 |
34800 Direct ™ _Competitive Generalion Servce Tariff | 4/11/2008
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PROJECT|

LTI A ON D EH A e o D OCK eI . _TYPE . . REGULATORY ARISDICTION = SUBJECT _1 DATE |

70703 |ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITES, TEXAS Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 34800 Direct ™ Revenue Requirements 4/11/2008

70703 ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITES. TEXAS Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 34800 Direct T ‘Cost of Senice study, revenue " an1112008
, allocation, design of firm, intermuptible
and standby senice tariffs;
I i inncoste

41229 [ TEXAS-NEW MEXICO POWER COMPANY Texas Industral Energy Censumers 35038 Rebuttal T Ower $5 Billion Compliance Filing 4/14/2008

60303 'GEORGIA POWER COMPANY " Georgia Industrial GroupiGeorgia Traditional 26794 ‘piect GA t Racovery 4/15/2008
L. . e Manufacturers Graup - [, . e

71202 iSOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY ‘Occidental Periman Ltd. 07-00318-UT Rebuttal NM Revenue requirements, cost of 312812008

e e o U e e e . Senvice study, rate design e

61101 (AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 35105 Dirgct ™ EOver 55 Billion Compliance Filing 3/20/2008
“EAit1” "CENTERPOINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC. LLC  Texas industiial Energy Consumers 32902 " pirect ™ T {Over $5 Billion Complianca Filing | 3/20:3008
| 71202 [SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY ‘Qceidental Periman Ltd. 07-00318.UT ~ Direct M Rewvenue requiremants, cost of ‘3712008
B e - e senvce study (COS): rate design

50701 | ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS ‘Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 34724 Direct ™ IPCR Rider increase and interim 1172872007

; : ‘surcharge :
70601 GEORGIA POWER COMPANY “Georgia Industrial Group/Georgia Tradilional 25060-U Direct GA ‘Retum on equity; cost of senice [ 10/24/2007
:Manufacturers Group ! study; revenue allccation; ILR Rider,;
K1 — A e et e . L S S ...Spinning resene tadf BTP. . L |

70303 |ONCOR ELECTRIC DELIVERY COMPANY & Texas Industriai Energy Consumers 34077 Direct ™ Acquisition; public interest @M14/2007
. TEXAS ENERGY FUTURE HOLDINGS LTI e e : T L

€0104 iSOUTHWESTERN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 33891 Direct ™ ‘Certificate of Convenience and 8130/2007

61201 | ALTAMAHA ELECTRIG MEMBERSHIP CORPORATION |SP Newsprint Company 25226-1 Rebuttai GA :Discriminatory Pricing; Senice 772007
_— P e : e S Teritorial Transfer . o]
, 61201 |ALTAMAHA ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP CORPORATION : 25226-U Direct GA Discriminatary Pricing; Senice 718{2007
| R . ——— e Temitorial Transfer

70502 PROGRESS ENERGY FLORIDA 070052-El Direct FL Nuclear uprate cost recovery

70603 ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION TEXAS [LE 33734 Direct ™ "tarifcate of Camvenience and | 6/872007

- e - - [ P I ——— - o NECESSIlY . — ..
BQEQ1 | TEXAS PUC STAFF exas Industrial Energy Consumers ; 32795 Rebuttal Remand ™ Interest rate on stranded cost 8115/2007
[ e g [ ; . e - S Jfecongiliation d
606801 |TEXAS PUC STAFF iTexas Industrial Energy Consumers ) 32795 Remand X ilnlerest rate on stranded cost &/8r2007
o [ D . e L e ‘recanciliation _____ e

80103 TEXAS PUC STAFF Texas Industial Energy Consumers 33672 Rebuttal ™ 'CREZ Nominations 5/21/2007
50701 [ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITES, TEXAS ‘Texas Industrisl Energy Consumers  ~ © 33687 pirect ™ “Transition to Comptition T anTizoor
| 50703 [TEXAS PUC STAFF Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 33672 Direct ™" "CREZ Neminalions 4124/2007 |

— L . I N H - .

61101 |AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY :Texas Industrial Energy Consumers : 33308 Cross-Rebuttal ™ |Cost Allocation,Rate Design, Riders 4372007
| 50701 {ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS :Texas Industrial Energy Consumers ) 2710 " Cross-Rebuftal I " 'Fuel and Rider IPCR Recongilation | 3/16/2007 |
| 61101 JAEP TEXAS NORTH COMPANY “Texas Industrial Energy Cansumers 33310 Direct T o1 "Cost Allocation, Rate Design, Riders | 3/43/2007 |
| "611017[AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY "7 Texas Industrial Energy Consumers " 33308 CDirect T " TiCost Allacation, Rata Dasign, Riders { 3H/2007 |

50701 |ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS ‘Texas Industnaf Energy Consumers T I Direct T iFuel and Rider IPCR Reconcilation | 2/28/2007
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41219 AEP TEXAS NORTH COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 31461 Dirgct ™ -Rider CTC design v2S20R7
50701 [ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS “Texas industrial Energy Cohsumers 335886 Cross-Rebuttal T "Hurricane Rita reconstruction costs | 1/30/2007
60104 SCUTHWESTERN £LECTRIC POWER COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 32898 Direct X Fuel Reconciliation 112942007
U i I I e - I
50701 ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 33586 Direct ™ Humcane Rita reconstruction casts 11182007
60303 GEORGIA POWER COMPANY B " Geargia Industrial Group/Gecrgia Toxtile 23540-U Direct GA “Fuel Cost Recvery “viazeor
i _Manufacturers Group : :
60503 |SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY Texas industrial Energy Consumers 327665 " Cross Rebuttal T W™ " {Cost allocation, Cost of senvice, Rate - 1/8/2007 |
o e e [, ; e e [ c..gesign e
60503 |SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY Texas Industrial Emergy Consumers 32766 Direct Cost allocation, Cost of senvice, Rate | 12/22/2006
. [ - _ . . s . oo oo ws idacimn L L JUSU——
60503 |SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 32766 Direct Revenue Reguirements, 1215/2006
|'60503 [SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 2766 Direct ST " Fuei Reconcilation i 12415/2006
50701 |ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITES TEXAS “Taxas Industrial Energy Consumers T7az@ar’ 7 Cross RebuMal . 7 Humicane Rita reconstuction casts | 1012/08
50701 " JENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS {Texas Industrial Energy Gonsumers 32607 Direct X ‘Huricane Rita recanstruction costs | 10/08/06
60601 [TEXAS PUC STAFF T Texas Industrial Energy Consumers " az7e5 Cross Rebuttal . ) “IStranded Cost Reallocation " 080705
i T - . L T PR . 5 e Lo
60101 ,COLQUITT EMC ERCO Werldwide 23549-U Direct GA :Service Temitory Transfer 08/10/06
60501 [TEXAS PUC STAFF Taxas In&usrlﬁé’iiéﬂe?by Consumers 32795 ) ‘Direct T 'Stranded Cost Realiocation 08/23/06
60104 |SOUTHWESTERN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY " Texas Industrial Energy Consumers a7z Girect T ™ "MESPP Transfer of Certificate to | &/23/2006
i : SWEPCO !
"TAEF TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY "Texas Industrial Energy Gonsumers 32758 Direct ™ Rider CTC design and cost recavery | 08/24/06
B " [SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVIGE COMPA " “Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 32685 Direct TX ugl Surcharge 07/26/06
60301 |PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY . New Jefsey Large Energy Consumars 171406 ‘Direct” TN " "Gas Delivery Gost allozation and Rate:  06/21/06

J O e . N —— S desian. e i .
60303 IGECORGIA POWER COI NY :Georgla Industrial Group/Gacrgia Textile 22403-U Direct GA Fuel Cost Recovery Allowance i 05/05/06

| Hanufacturers Group !

B U S I - et e S I
50503 AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 32475 Cross-Rebuttal ™ ADFIT Banefit | D4r27/06
50503 AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY "Texas Industrial Energy Consumers. 32475 Direct L TIADFT Benet i 04n7iE |

" 41229 [TEXAS-NEW MEXICO POWER COMPANY Texas Ind'usi}i'zriTE'ﬁergy Consumers 31994 " Tross-Rebutial ™ Stranded Costs and Other T}ue;Up Bal 3/16/2006
41228 | TEXAS-NEW MEXICO POWER COMPANY : _';féﬁé Industrial Energy Consumers " 31994 Direct T ™ ;Stf;ﬁa—ed Costs and Other True-Up Ba!  3/10/2008

. i e . Eror e w0 R, R . R P N .

50303 JSOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY i0ccidental Periman Ltd. Direct MK Fuel Reconciliation 3B2006
Occidental Power Marketing ER05-168-001
50701 |ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS ~ Tewas Industrial Energy Consumers [ o Cross-Rebuttal CTX " Transition to Compelitian Costs | 01713106
. e _.-31544 - ; R E—
50701 |ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS -Texas Industrial Energy Consumers Direct ™ :Transition to Competition Costs 01/13/06
b . ..31544 o _ _ : L
50601 |PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY New Jersey Large Enargy Consumers ¢ BPU EM05020106 Surrebuttal NJ Merger 1212212005
AND EXELON CORPORATION iRetail Energy Supply Association QAL PUC-1874-05 :
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50705 SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY Cecidental Perman Lid. ELD5-19-002; Responsive FERC “Fuel Cost adjustment clause (FCAC) | 11/18/2005
Cccidental Power Marketing ER0S-168-001 .
| 50601 |PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY  New Jersey Large Energy Consumers . BPU EM05S020106 Direct . N T Merger 111472005
AND EXELON CORPCRATION ‘Retail Energy Supply Asscciation . DAL PUC-1874-05 \{
50102 PUBLIC UTRITY COMMISSION OF TEXAS Texas néusinal Energy Consumers ¢ Ji5a0 Direct ™o "Nodal Market Profacols | 1111072005 |
50701 ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILMES TEXAS ~Texas Industrial Energy Consumers " 31315 Cross-Rebuttal ™' "Recovery of Purchased Power Gapacil 10/4/2005
‘50701 |ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS " " Texa Industrial Energy Consumers 31315 Direct ™ " Recovery of Purchased Power Capacil 9/22/2005 |
" 50705 |SCUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY Occidental Periman Ltd. T ELeS-19-00Z; Responsive FERC [Fuel Cast Adjustment Claiss (FCAC) | $/15/2005
:Occidental Power Marketing ER0S5-168-001 !
50503 IAEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY “Texas ingustrial Energy Consumers T o3wse Dirsct LT Stranded Gosts and Other True-Up Ba:  8/2/2005
50705 |SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY ‘Occidental Periman Ltd. ELO5-18-00; " Direct " FERG Fuel Cost adjustmert clause (FC '8/18/2006
Qccidental Power Marketing ER05-188-00 ' .
50203 |GEORGIA POWER COMPANY ‘Georgia Industrial Graup/Georgia Textile t9tazl T Direct GA ‘Fuel Cost Recovery 4/8/2005
Manufacturers Group
41230 'CENTERPCINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELEGTRIC, LLC " Texas Industrial Ensrgy Consumers o708 Direct i ™ ‘Competition Transition Charge 3116/2005
41230 [CENTERPOINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC, LLC  Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 30485 Supplemental Direct ™ “Financing Order T 11472005
41230 |CENTERFOINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC, LLC  Texas Industrial Energy Consumers " 30485 " Direct T Financing Order | 17772005 |
8201 |PUBLIC SERVICE GOMPANY OF COLORADG " Colorado Energy Gonsumers " D4S.184E """ Cross Answer . I o I " Cost of Sendce Study, Interruptible Ral 121372004
" 820t :PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADD "“Colorado Energy Cansumsars " "pas-1B4E " Answer co " iCost of Senice Stdy, intemuplible Rai 10M2/2004
8244 |GEORGIA POWER COMPANY - ‘Georgia Industrial GroupiGeorgia Texile 18300-U Direct GA - Revenue Requirements, Revenue 10182004
Manufacturers Group Allocation, Cost of Senice, Rate
8195  |CENTERPOINT, RELIANT AND TEXAS GENCO “Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 20526 Direct ™ Treellp” T T T T 004
8156 GEORGIA POWER COMPANY/SAVANNAH ELECTRIC ‘Georgia Industrial Group 17687-Urt 7688-U Direct GA Demand Side Managemant 5472004
;AND POWER COMPANY . ‘
5148 *TE'KAS-NEW MEXICO POWER COMPANY ‘Texas Industrial En'e'ri;y Consumers 29206 Direct T TI'E:I-E-UD | 3/28/2004 |
i
' 8095 (CONECTV POWER DELIVERY ‘New Jersey Largs Energy Consumers ‘ER03020110 Sumebuttal NJ "Cost of Senice | 3/8/2004
""8111 |AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY " Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 28840 T Rebattal T T CostAllocation ana Rate Design | 2042004 |
8095 iCONECTN POWER DELIVERY 7T iNew Jersey Large Energy Consumers | ERO3020410 ¢ Diect TRy T “Cost Allocation and Rale Design | 1/4/2004
! O S S VUSSR Y
7850 |RELIANT ENERGY HL&P :Texas industrial Energy Consumers 26195 Supplemental Direct | TX Fusl Reconciliation | 92372003
8045  |[VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY ‘Virginia Committes for Fair Utility Rales PUE-2003-00285 Direct T VA iStranded Cost ‘052003
" 8022 fGEOhéIA'E’cTWEh'CdMPANY ‘Georgia Industrial Group/Georgia Textile “7088U Direct T GA " Fuel Cost Recavery Fi222003
g ‘Manufacturers Group !
5002 AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY “Flint Hilis Resources, LP 2835 Direct i T " Delkivery Serce Tarifl ssues | {sfrz003
7857 iF‘UBLlC SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY New Jersey Large Energy Consumers ERC2050303 Supplemental NJ Cost of Senvice 31142003
7850 iRELIANT ENERGY HL&P o “Texas Incusirial Energy Consumers 26195 Direct - ™ B “Fuel Reconchiation | 1243172003
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7857 |PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY New Jersey Large Energy Censumers ER02050303 Suimebuttal NJ Revenue Allocaticn 12/16/2002

7836 Pl VIGE COMPANY OF COLORADO "Colarado Energy Cansumers 025-315EG " Answer co JIncentive Cost Adjustment | 11/22/2002
7857 PUBLIC SERVIGE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY  New Jersey Large Energy Gonsumers ER02050302 " Direct NJ ‘Revenue Allocation | 10/22i2002
T 7853 {DOMINION VIRGINIA POWER ‘Virginia Gomm ftee far Fair Utility Rates PUE-2001-00306 " Direct e “Generation Markel Prices 8122002
""7718 |FLORIDA FOWER CORPQRATION "Fionds Industrial Power Users Graup . 000B24-El . Direct FL ‘Rate Design 111612002

GEOQRGHA POWER COMPANY " Georgia Industrial Group/Georgia Textle . 14000-U " Direct B TeA jcds"{‘been.ice Study, Revenue 101212001 |
Manufacturers Group :Afiocation,

7585 ITAMPAELECTRICCOMPANY 7 7" Florida Industrial Power Users Graup . 010001-El Direct | AL Rate Design 101272001
7658 |SOUTHWESTERN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY i Texas indusinial Energy Consumers. 24458 Direct ™ ‘Delay of Retail Compatifin 912412001
T B [N e L, e e e S e e — |

7647 |ENTERGY GULF STATES, INC. iTexas Ingustriaf Energy Consumers 24459 ; Direct ™ ‘Delay of Retail Compelition 612212001
7808 |RELIANT ENERGY HL&P “Texas Industrial Energy Cansumers 23950 b4 " “Price to Beat T TRk
7553 |GEORGIA POWER COMPANY " Georgia Industrial Group/Georgia Texiile 37110 T Direet Gh T iFusi Cost Recovery { 5142009

: Manufacturers Group H
7520 | GEORGIA POWER COMPANY .Georgia Industrial Group/Geargia Textlle 12499-U,13305-U, ©  Direct GA "iintegrated Resource Planning 511/2001
SAVANNAH ELECTRIC & POWER COMPANY ‘Manutacturers Group 13308-L) :

7303 [ENTERGY GULFSTATES,ING. ‘Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 22356 ‘Rebuttal B of Municipat Fran  3/31/2001

7308 |SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY Texas Industrial Ensrgy Consum ers 22351 Cross-Rebuttal ™ *Energy Efficiency Costs. | 22202001

7305 CPL SWEPCO, and WTU © " Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 22352, 22353, 22354 Cross-Rebutial ™ Allocation/Coliection of Municipal Fran  2/20/2001
""" 7423 GEORGIA POWER COMPANY " Georgia industrial GroupiGeorgia Textile  13140-U T Direct TUGA T " inferruptible Rate Design 216/2001

i Manufacturers Group 2

7305 GPL SWEPCO, and WTU "Texas indusirial Energy Consumers 22352, 22353, 22354 . Supplementsi Direct - X T " Transmission Gast Recovery Factor | 271372001

7310 [TEXAS-NEW MEXICO POWER COMPANY " Texas Industriat Energy Gonsumers " Cross-Rebuttal B Rate Design T 2122001

7308 ITXU ELECTRIC COMPANY ‘Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 22350 " Cross-Rebuttal ™ ‘Unbundled Cost of Serice 2/12/2001

7303 ENTERGY GULF STATES, INC. Texas Industrial Energy Consumers i 22356 Cross-Rebuttal ™ ‘Strandzc Cost Allocation 2082001
77308 TXU ELEGTRIC COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 22350 " Direct ™ Rats Design 2/512001
| 7303 " [ENTERGY GULF STATES. INC. " Texas Industrial Energy Consu 22356 Supplemental Direct @ ‘Rate Dasign 172512001 |
7307 IRELIANT ENERGY HLEP Texas industrial Energy Consumers 22356 Cross-Rebuttal e Stranded Cost Allocaion | 11272001

77303 [ENTERGY GULF STATES, INC. " Texas Industrial Energy Consumers : 22356 " Direct i T* "Stranded Cost Allocation T erz001”
7307 RELIANT ENERGYHLEP - ‘Texas Industrial Energy Consumsrs 22355 oirect T ‘Cost Allocation T 12m3r2000

7375 ICENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 22352 Crass-Rebuttal TX " CTCRateDesign © 12172000
7375 |CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY " Texas Industrial Energy Gonsumars 22352 Direct ™ ‘Cost Allocation 111172000

7308 | TXU ELECTRIC COMPANY o Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 22380 Direct T T ‘Cost Aliocation - T H1mz000
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7308 |TXU ELECTRIC COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Gonsumers 22350 Cross-Rebuttal ™ Cost Aliocation 11/1/2000
7305 ICPL, SWEPCQ, and WTU Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 22352, 22363, 22354 Direet ™ ‘Excess Cost Over Markat “T1iiz000

|
7315 VARIOUS UTILITES \Teias Industrial Energy Consumers 22344 Direct i T Generic Customer Classes 10 4/200
7308 'TXU ELECTRIC COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Censumers 22350 " Direct T "Excess Cast Over Market T oror000
‘7316 wARIOUS UTiLimEs T " Texas Industrial Energy Corsumers 22344 Rebuttal W T {Excess Cost Cver Market 10M 72000

7310 [TEXAS-NEW MEXICO POWER COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 22348 Cross-Rebuttal  © ™@ T EGeneric Customer Classes 16172000
7310 |TEXAS-NEW MEXICC POWER COMPANY " Texas industrial Energy Consumers T " Dieat ™ Excess Cost Over Market " oreviz000 |
7307 IRELANT ENERGY HIBF " “Texas indusiwial Energy Consumers ¢ 255 Cross-Rebufial i T ‘Bxcess Cosi Cver Market | 8/26/2000
7307 RELIANT ENERGY HL&F "'Texas Industrial Enrgy Censumers T22385 1 Direct ™ ) {Excess Cost Over Market ~ [ snaiz000
7334 |GEORGIA POWER COMPANY Georgi'a industrial Group/Georgia Textile TNV : Rebuttal T GA TRTP Petition 1 32412000

Manufacturers Group : ;
7334 |GEORGIA POWER COMPANY ‘Georgia Industrial Group/Georgia Texite 08U " Direct T GA 'IRTP Pefiton T ama00 |
Manutacturers Group |
7232 " [PUBLIC SERVIGE GOMPANY OF COLORADO ~ iColorade Indusirial Energy Consumers TQIAATIEG Answer co Merger T 1 92908
7258 XU ELECTRIC COMPANY 7 Medds industnal Energy Consumers |+ 21521 ¢ Birect ™ " Sacurtization V11r24i1909
7246 |CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY " Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 21528 Direct ™ iSecuritization - 1112411989 |
7089 |VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY “Virginia Commitiee for Fair Utiity Rates ~ PUES0813  Direc o VA Unbundied Rates - 71171998 |
7090 |AMERICAN ELECTRIC POWER SERVICE " "O4d Daminion Commifies for Fair Uity PUES80814 Direct VA ""Unbundied Rates “5/21/1998
CORPORATION Rales B
7142 ISHARYLAND UTILITIES, L.P. ‘Sharyland Utilities 20202 Rebutial T | 4730999
7080 |PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORALO ‘Colorado idustrial Energy Consumers 9BASME Direct co " 3riines
Group

7039 |SAVANNAH ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY ‘Various Industrial Customers 10205.4 Direct Ga Fuel Costs B " 1/141998
6845  [TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY ~ Florida Industrial Power Users Group 450379-E1 Direct FL ‘Reverwie Requirement 10111868
6673 'GEORGIA POWER COMPANY ‘Georgia Industrial Group 9355-U Dicect GA Revenue Requirement i 10711988
6728 VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY  Virginia Committse for Fair Utlity Rates - PUE9B0036,PUES8078  Direct VA Alternative Regulatory Plan T Einess

e b ... e e e : L e [ I _d N
6713 |CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY Texas Industnial Energy Consumers 16995 Cross-Rebuttal T IRR T 11998

| : .
6582 |HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY Lyondeil Petrochemical Company 95-02887 " Direct COURT ‘Imemuptible Power " egr
5758 ISOUTHWESTERN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY  .Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 17460 Direct ™ ‘Fuel Reconciliation 12171667
Tar2e’ \VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY Virginia Cemmittee for Fair Utility Rates ~ ~ PUE360036, PUERS029 Direct ) VA ‘Alternative Regulatory Pian T Harimeg7

b . Lo o o e . . e e . 6 e . S I .
6713 CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY Texas industrial Energy Consumers 16995 Direct T Rate Design 12111997

"76646  |ENTERGY TEXAS T T Tewas Industral Energy Consumers 6705 T T Rebattal T -Competitive issues T fonigeT |
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""e646 |ENTERGY TEXAS Texas Industrial Enargy Consumers g 16705 Rabuttal TX |Competitian 10/1/1997
" 6646 |ENTERGY TEXAS “Texas tndustrial Energy Consumers * 4739622856705 BT R A+ S ‘Rate Design oHee7

" G646 |ENTERGY TEXAS " Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 18705 Direct ™ ' %waauesae's;.ir” o "BA99T
" 6744 [TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY - ';Ho'l-'i industrial Power Users Group ¢ G70171-EU " Direct o TR amuptible Rats D8 T snnee7 |
8637 TMISSISHIPFI FOWER COMPANY “Colonial Pipeline Company 96-UN-390 " Direct VT " (Interruptible Rates 21997

6558 | TEXAS-NEW MEXICO POWER COMF “Texas Industrial Energy Consume i Direct T ™ éCompetiiion 1111199 |
6508 |TEXAS UTILITIES ELECTRIC COMPANY Texas Industral Energy Consumers 15195 Direct ™ T TR 9171996 |
&4 ITILTIES ELECTRIC COMPANY “Texas indusinal Energy Consumers R R TTBRECT N ‘Real Time Pricing Rates | 8/8/1996 |
| 6ad4y "*;CENTR'AL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY " Texas Industnial Energy Consumers 14985~ -~ Direcl P ™ Quantificaton T 71896 |
Gaag f'oENT'RAL'POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY ITexas Industrial Energy Consumers ' 14085 " Direct R 4 ) "1 BAMage
6449 r(':'E'N‘?FiKL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY %Texas industrial Energy Consumers " Rebutial ‘ ‘ i Interruptile Rates 5/111996 |
6523 |PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO iMultipIe nlervenors Answer : cC Merger ! ani1ees |

" 'g235 |TEXAS UTILITIES ELECTRIC COMPANY " “Texas industial Energy Gonsumars T STy " Direct T iCompetlive lssues "’iTm’gsfs

" 8435 |SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION ~ Texas industrial Energy Consumers - 14289 Direct T T T Acquisifion - ’*1] 117595 |
8301 HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY "'Grace. W.R. & Campany 13088 Rebuttal Y T T iRate Design T “gMHees
G "';’SO'UTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY " Texas Industnial Energy Consumers T 14174 ct T ‘Costing of Off-$ystem Sales EAREE
‘ :
6157 |WEST TEXAS UTILITIES COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 13368 Rebuttal irs - ‘Cancetiafion Term 8/1/1855
6397 |HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY " "Grace, W.R. & Company 12088 " Diract X ‘Rate Design 1 RHees |
| 6157 IWEST TEXAS UTILITIES COMRANY ‘Texas moustiah Energy Consumers " 13380 " Diect ™ ‘Cancellation Yerm U 7inees

" 6266 'GEORGIA POWER COMPANY ~ 7 Geargia Industrial Graup T Tag01-U Rebuttal S ) éEﬁXé’f’Ea'ié’-’Makmg Standards | 5A/1995 |

365 |GEORGIA POWER COMPANY " Georgia incuistrial Group 56010 Diract . T %EPACT Rate-Making Standards 5111885
“Te278 T |COMMONWEALTHOF VIRGINIA  WCFURIODCFUR  PUE®40067  Rebuttal TN T Uintegrated Resource Planning 511995
[~ 6295 |GEORGIA POWER COMPANY " ‘Georgia ndustral Grovp 56000 . Supplemental . Ge T CostorSenice | 411385

6063 | PLBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO “Multipls Infsrvenors 941430EG “"Rebuttal S o ‘Cost of Service T anness

TUB063  'PUBLIC SERVIGE COMPANY OF COLORAGG ~ Multiple intervencrs " B4I430EG Reply T col DSM Rider T atr9es

6295 |GEQRGIA POWER COMPANY “Georgia Industriat Group 5600-U virect T Ga ""'7ﬁiénﬁpiib|e Rate Desion | 3A/1985
[ 76278 | COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA ~VCFURQDCFUR T UpUEsd0067 T it 7 VA EFACT RateMaking Standards ; 3Aregs

6125 | SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY Texas Inqustrial Energy Consumars 13456 hirest T B 1 ‘DSM Rider 3inges
6235 [TEXAS UTILMIES ELECTRIC COMPANY 7 "Texas Industrial Energy Consumers BN ETE T Diract T TR T éc—oﬁé?"séﬁi&"” o -
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6063 |PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO “Multiple Intervenors 341430EG Answering co Competition 21111895
8051 [HOUSTON LIGHTING & PGWER COMPANY " Toxas Industrial Energy Gonsumers “12085 e T "';Ilié':é"be‘sigri T T M iness
6181 |[GULF STATES UTILITIES COMPANY —awan Tndusirial Energy Consumers Tigesz " Direct I ' : ompelilive Alignment Propasal | 11A/H994 |
6061 |HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY :?aiéas Industrial Energy Consumers T ymEs T T Bieat . T ow” T Rate Design 1111994 |
5629 Ecmxnﬁz.e«_ POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY " Texss Industial Energy Consumers . 12820 Direst i T o Rate Design 10/1/1994
6107 :SOUTHWESTERN ELECTRIC FOWER COMPANY Tewms Industrial Energy Consumers 12855 Direct b % Fuel Reconciliatiar 8r1iga4 |
6112 |HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY "axas industrial Energy Consumers T zest Dirgct > N “Standby Rates 7994 |
5688 |GULF POWER COMPANY 7 7 1 isc. Group TI4AE " Direct ST “ $tandoy Rates i Fiiroes |
5688  |GULF POWER COMPANY T fMisc’_'éEoub' T TV esivaeEl Rebutial " TR ' Competition T
6043 {EL PASQ ELECTRIC COMPANY - E'Phé'lﬁs Dodge Comporation 12700 1 ' Direct ) ™ _'%ﬁé\.éndi'iié&ﬁi}émeni' ‘6198 |

GECRGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION ‘Georgia industrial Group 4822-U 1 Direct GA Avoided Cosis 5171994

" |GEORGIA POWER COMPANY ‘Georgia industrial Group " TaBg5.U Direct GA FPC Cerlification Filing 4171894
8025 |MISSISSIPPI POWER & LIGHT COMPANY %MIEG T 93-Ja03m TW*CoTﬁF{é}its' B "MS Environmental Cost Recovery Clause | 1/1/1994
"'Séﬁi'"';FLB’kﬁb;i'Powen"s;'UGHfchi:ANY orida Industrial Power Users Group “giarEl Toirect T U FRL T U isection 712 Standards of i’éé’:’z'isPAc'%"?W"
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APPENDIX C

Procedures for Conducting a Class Cost-of-Service Study

WHAT PROCEDURES ARE USED IN A CLASS COST-OF-SERVICE STUDY?
The basic procedure for conducting a class cost-of-service study is fairly simple.
First, we identify the different types of costs (functionalization), determine their
primary causative factors (classification), and then apportion each item of cost
among the various rate classes (allocation). Adding up the individual pieces
gives the total cost for each class.

Identifying the utility’s different levels of operation is a process referred to
as functionalization. The utility’s investments and expenses are separated into
production, transmission, distribution, and other functions. To a large extent, this
is done in accordance with the Uniform System of Accounts developed by the
FERC.

Once costs have been functionalized, the next step is to identify the
primary causative factor (or factors). This step is referred to as classification.
Costs are classified as demand-related, energy-refated or customer-related.
Demand (or capacity) related costs vary with peak demand, which is measured in
kilowatts (or kW). This includes production, transmission, and some distribution
investment and related fixed operation and maintenance (O&M) expenses. As
explained later, peak demand determines the amount of capacity needed for
reliable service. Energy-related costs vary with the production of energy, which
is measured in kilowatt-hours (or kwh). Energy-related costs include fuel and

variable O&M expense. Customer-related costs vary directly with the number of
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customers and include expenses such as meters, service drops, billing, and
customer service.

Each functionalized and classified cost must then be allocated to the
various customer classes. This is accomplished by developing allocation factors
that reflect the percentage of the total cost that should be paid by each class.
The allocation factors should reflect cost causation; that is, the degree to which
each class caused the utility to incur the cost.

Further, each customer class should be comprised of customers having
similar characteristics. The relevant characteristics incfude the type of end-use
customer (e.g., residential, lighting, standby), average size, load factor,
coincidence factor and delivery voltage. Allocating costs to homogeneous
customer classes will ensure that the rates derived from a CCOSS are just and

reasonable and reflect the actual cost to serve.
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APPENDIX D

The Double-Counting Problem

WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY DOUBLE-COUNTING?

The peak and average method allocates production/transmission plant costs
partially on average demand and partially on coincident peak demand. Double-
counting occurs because average demand (which is the equivalent of year-round
energy consumption divided by 8,760 hours) is also a component of the

coincident peak demand.

B Monthly Peaks B Double Counted Load
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The double-counting problem is illustrated above using the 12CP-50% AD
method. The portion of plant allocated on average demand is the black shaded
area of the chart. Coincident demand is represented by the red shaded area. As
can be seen, double-counting occurs because the portion of plant allocated on

average demand overlaps the coincident peak demands.
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By allocating some plant costs relative to average demand and some
relative to coincident peak demand, energy is counted twice: once by itself and a
second time as a subset of the coincident peak demand. If year-round energy is
analogous to base load units which supply capacity on a continuing basis
throughout the year, then it follows that the only time intermediate and peaking
units would be needed is to meet system demands when they are in excess of
the average year-round demand. Energy allocation advocates improperly
allocate the cost of this additional capacity relative to the total coincident

demand, rather than the excess demand.

HAS THE DOUBLE-COUNTING PROBLEM BEEN CITED AS A CRITICAL
FLAW IN ENERGY-BASED ALLOCATION METHODOLOGIES?

Yes. The Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) has recognized the double-
counting problem in numerous cases. For example:

s As to double-counting energy, the flaw in Dr. Johnson's proposal
is the fact that the allocator being used to allocate peak demand,
and 50% of the intermediate demand, includes with it an energy
component. Dr. Johnson has elected to use & 4CP demand
allocator, but such an allocator, because it looks at peak usage,
necessarily includes within that peak usage average usage, or
energy.

s A substantial portion of average demand is being utilized in two
different allocators, and this "double-dipping" is taking place. (E!

Paso Electric Company, Examiner's Report, Docket No. 7460, at
193)
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Proposed 2013 Class Revenue Allocation
Test Year Ending December 31, 2013

(Dollar Amounts in $000)

Docket No. 120015-El
2013 Class Revenue Allocation

Base
Revenue at
Present 2013 Increase
Line Rate Class Rates Amount Percent
(1) (2) (3)
1 Residential $2,536,696 $272,825 10.8%
2 GS(T)-1 305,129 294 0.1%
3 GSCU-A1 1,668 33 2.0%
4  GSHB(T) 859,613 89,351 10.4%
5 GSLD(T)1 306,794 63,753 20.8%
6 GSLD(T)-2 56,514 12,609 22.3%
7  GSLD(T)-3 4,060 565 13.9%
8 CILC-1D 56,580 12,549 22.2%
9 CILC1G 4,455 308 6.9%
10 CILC-1T 16,138 5,483 34.0%
11 MET 2,892 541 18.7%
12 SL-1 70,717 7,762 11.0%
13 SL-2 1,254 -300 -23.9%
14  OL- 11,487 1,216 10.6%
15 08-2 854 122 14.2%
16 SST-DST 369 57 15.5%
17 8ST-TST 4,270 724 17.0%
18 Total Electricity Sales $4,239,490 $467,901 11.0%
19 Other Revenues 167,764 48,620 29.0%
20 Totat FPSC Jurisdiction 34,407,254 $516,521 11.7%
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Cape Canaveral Step Revenue Allocation
Test Year Ending December 31, 2013
(Dollar Amounts in Thousands)

Docket No. 120015-El
CC Step Revenue Allocation

Exhibit JP-1
Page 2 of 3

Base Cape
Revenue at  Canaveral
Proposed Step Increase
2013 Factor Increase
Line Rate Class Rates (per KWh) Amount Percent
(1) (2) (3) 4
1 Residential $2,809,521 0.174¢ $92,615 3.3%
2 GS(T)1 305,423 0.170¢ 9,967 3.3%
] GSCU-1 1,701 0.154¢ 58 3.4%
4 GSD(M 948,964 0.163¢ 41,042 4.3%
5 GSLD(T)-1 370,547 0.161¢ 18,253 4.9%
6 GSLD(T)-2 69,123 0.154¢ 3,784 5.5%
7  GSLD(T)-3 4624 0.151¢ 301 6.5%
8 CILC-1D 69,129 0.153¢ 4,384 6.3%
9 CILC1G 4,763 0.156¢ 278 5.8%
10 CILC1T 21,632 0.147¢ 1,979 9.1%
11  MET 3,433 0.163¢ 151 4.4%
12 SL-1 78,478 0.127¢ 674 0.9%
13  SL-2 954 0.158¢ 52 5.4%
14  OL-1 12,703 0.127¢ 127 1.0%
15 08-2 975 0.151¢ 19 2.0%
16 SST-DST 426 0.144¢ 11 2.6%
17 SST-TST 4,994 0.161¢ 157 3.1%
18 Total Electricity Sales $4,707,391 0.168¢ $173,851 3.7%
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Docket No. 120015-El
Cumulative Revenue Allocation
Exhibit JP-1

Page 3 of 3

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Cumulative Proposed and Step Increases
Test Year Ending December 31, 2013

{Dollar Amounts in Thousands}

Base
Revenue at
Present Cumulative Increase
Line Rate Class Rates Amount Percent
(1) (2) {3)
1 Residential $2,536,696 $365,440 14.4%
2  G8(T-1 305,129 10,261 3.4%
3 GSCuA1 1,668 91 5.5%
4  GSD(T) 859,613 130,392 15.2%
5  GSLD(T)-1 306,794 82,006 26.7%
6 GSLD(T)-2 56,514 16,393 29.0%
7 GSLD(T)-3 4,060 866 21.3%
8 CILC-1D 56,580 16,933 29.9%
9 CILC-1G 4,455 586 13.2%
10 CILCAT 16,138 7472 46.3%
11 MET 2,892 692 23.9%
12 SL1 70,717 8,436 11.9%
13  SL-2 1,254 -248 -19.8%
14 OL-1 11,487 1,343 11.7%
15 08-2 854 141 16.5%
16 SST-DST 369 68 18.5%
17 SST-TST 4270 881 20.6%
18 Total Electricity Sales 34,239,490 $641,752 15.1%
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Docket No. 120015-El
Movement To Cost

Exhibit JP-2
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Summary of FP&L's Class Cost of Service Study Results
At Present and Proposed 2013 Rates
Test Year Ending December 31, 2013
{Dollar Amounts in Thousands)
Present Rates Proposed Rates Movement
Parity Parity Toward
Line Rate Class Index Subsidy Index Subsidy Cost*
{1 {2) (3) 4) (5)

1 Residential 100 $5,102 101 $8,026 57%

2 GS(T) 134 38,000 108 11,268 70%

3  GSCUA1 121 113 100 3 97%

4 GSD(T) 105 19,535 103 12,513 36%

5 GSLD(T)-1 71 -48,200 87 -27,727 42%

6 GSLD(T)-2 68 -9,863 87 -5215 47%

7 GSLD(T)-3 96 61 103 56 191%

§ CILC-1D N -3,051 101 595 119%

9 CILC-1G 114 328 101 35 89%

10 CILC-1T 79 -2,249 103 478 121%

11 MET 82 -267 94 -112 58%

12 SL-1 96 -1,411 95 -2,050 -45%

13  S8L-2 206 404 115 74 82%

14  OL-1 96 177 96 -227 -29%

15 08-2 73 -132 77 -141 -6%

16 SST-DST 114 23 116 35 -51%

17  SST-TST 296 1,906 293 2,380 -25%

18  Total FPSC Jurisdiction 100 30 100 30 -15%

The highlighted amounts indicate either insufficient or
tco much movement toward cost.
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Docket No. 120015-El
CILC Incentive Payments
Exhibit JP-3

Page 1 of 2

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Analysis of CILC Incentive Payments
Test Year Ending December 31, 2013

{Dollar Amounis in Thousands)

At Present At Proposed

Line Rate Per FPL Rates Rates
(1) {2) (4)
1 CILC-1T $7,374 $10,264 $8,423
2 CILC-1D $18,797 $13,681 $17,650
3 CILC-1G $1.026 $462 $599
4 Total $25,197 $24,407 $26,672
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Proposed Revenue Calculation for CILC Incentive Payments

Docket No. 120015-El
CILC Incentive Payment
Exhibit JP-3

Page 2 of 2

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

Test Year Ending December 31, 2013

Type of Proposed Revenue Calculation CILC Priced at GSLD(T)
Line Charges Units Unit Charge ~ Revenue Units Unit Charge _ Revenue
(1) (@) 3) (4) (%) (®)
CILC-1T/GSLD(T)-3
1 OnPeak Energy 334,274,651 § 002337 5 7,811,999 334274651 $ 0.02155 § 7,203,619
2 Off Peak Energy 1.007,203,091 § 000680 S 6,848,981 1,007,203,091 $ 000682 $ 6,869,125
3 Load Control On-Peak 1,880,654 % 1.30 8 2,444,850 1,880,654 % 6.50 §12,224,251
4 Firm On-Peak 512,384 § 8.00 § 4,090,072 512,384 % 6.50 $ 3,330,496
5 Total $ 21,204,902 $ 29,627 491
6  GSLD/CILC Differential $ 8,422,589
CHLC-1D/GSLD(T)1
8  On Peak Energy 7564,148919 $ 0.02718 $ 20,505,309 754,148919 $ 001717 $12948,737
9  Off Peak Energy 2,107,793,706 $ 0.00700 $ 14,754,556 2107,793,706 § 0.00704 §14,838,868
10 Max Demand 6,864,611 § 310 $ 21,280,294
11 Load Controi On-Peak 4,807,458 § 130 $ 6,249,695 4,807,458 3§ 10.50 $50,478,309
12 Flrm On-Peak 805340 % 7.80 $ 6,281,652 805,340 § 1050 $ 8,456,070
13  Transformation Credit 1,922,442 % (0.28) $ (538,284 1,922442 % (0.28) $ (538,284)
14 Total $ 68,533,223 $ 86,183,700
15 GSLD/CILC Differential $ 17,650,477
CILC-1G/GSD(T)-1
16 On Peak Energy 47,350,221 $ 0.03479 $ 1647314 47350221 § 0.03394 $ 1,607,067
17  Off Peak Energy 130,266,148 § 0.00710 $ 924,890 130,266,148 $ 0.00710 $§ 924,890
18  Max Demand 458,889 § 340 % 1,560,223
19 Load Control On-Peak 344,050 % 130 § 447,265 344,060 $ 770 $ 2,649,185
20 Fim On-Peak 7514 § 8.00 § 60,112 7514 § 770 $ 57,858
21 Transformation Credit 4305 § (0.28) § (1,205) 4305 § (0.28) § (1.205)
22  Total $ 4,638,508 $ 5,237,794
23 GSLD/CILC Differential $ 599,196
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Docket No. 120015-El
Non-Firm Cost Allocation

Exhibit JP-4
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Examples Showing the Allocaticn of Non-Firm Credits
Class B
Line Description Total Class A Firm Non-Firm
m (2) (3) 4)

Assumptions
1 Peak Demand 1,000 500 250 250
2 Percent of Total 50% 25% 25%
3 Firm Peak Demand 750 500 250 -
4 Percent of Total 67% 33% 0%
5 Production Capacity Revenues 5 2,500
6 Non-Firm Credits $ (1,000)
7 Net Revenue $ 1,500

Method 1. Allocate No Production

Capacity Costs to Non-Firm Loads
8 Production Capacity Costs $ 10000 $ 6667 $ 3333 § -
9 Less: Non-Firm Revenue $ = $ (1,000) $ (500) $ 1,500
10 Revenue Requirernent $ 10,000 $ 5667 $ 2833 % 1,500

Method 2: Treat Non-Firm L.oad as

Firm and Allocate the Non-Firm

Credits to Firm Load
11 Production Capacity Costs $ 10000 $§ 5000 $ 2500 $ 2,500
12 Non-Firm Credits $ o $ 667 § 333 § (1,000)
13 Revenue Requirement $ 10000 $ 5667 $ 2833 % 1,500
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Docket No. 120015-El
Firm Production Demand Allocator

FLORIPA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Firm Production Demand Allocation Factor
(Test Year Ending December 31, 2013

12CP-1/13th Weighted

Proportion Average Demand Firm
of Non-Firm (MW) Production
Line Class Load Total Firm Allocator
14} 2) (3) 4)
1 CILC-1D 85.7% 365.5 52.4 0.297%
2 CILC-1G 97.9% 23.5 0.5 0.003%
3 CILCT 78.6% 160.9 34.4 0.195%
4 GS(T)-1 0.0% 1,042.0 1,042.0 5.901%
5 GSCU-1 0.0% 46 48 0.026%
6  GSD(T)-1 1.0% 3,994.5 3,955.2 22.398%
7  GSLD(T)-1 8.1% 1,782.5 1,673.3 9.475%
8 GSLD(T)-2 71% 333.1 309.4 1.752%
9  GSLD(T)-3 0.0% 258 25.8 0.146%
10 MET 0.0% 16.1 16.1 0.091%
11 OLA1 0.0% 2.8 2.8 0.016%
12 0S-2 0.0% 1.7 1.7 0.010%
13 RS(T)-1 0.0% 10,508.5 10,508.5 58.508%
14  SL-1 0.0% 14.3 14.3 0.081%
15  SL-2 0.0% 4.0 4.0 0.023%
16 SST-DST 0.0% 0.8 0.8 0.004%
17  SST-TST 0.0% 13.2 13.2 0.075%
18  Total Retail 18,293.8 17,659.1 100.000%
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Cost Causation
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Why Electric Facilities are Sized to Meet Peak Demand
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System Load Characteristics
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Page 1 of 2

FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
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Docket No. 120015-El
System Load Characteristic

Exhibit JP- 7
Page 2 of 2
FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
Analysis of System Peak Load Characteristics
2007-2011 (Actual) and Test Year
Average Average Winter
Peak Minimum Average Summer Non-Summer Peak
Line Year Demand Demand Demand Demand Demand Demand
(1} (2) (3) {4) 5 (6)
Peak Demand (MW)
1 2007 21,062 15,619 18,665 21,516 17,239 16,815
2 2008 21,060 14,849 18,373 20,758 17,180 18,065
3 2009 22,351 15,347 19,363 21,210 18,440 20,081
4 2010 24,346 15,480 19,763 21,632 18,829 24,346
5 2011 21,619 14,483 18,575 21,063 17,331 18,652
6 Test Year 21,931 17,137 19,233 20,650 18,524 21,101
Ratio Analysis
Avg Summer  Avg Summer Avg Non-Sum
Minimum to Average to % More Than Peak to Peak Peak to Peak Annual Load
Annual Peak  Annual Peak  Avg Non-Sum Demand Demand Factor
7 2007 71% 85% 25% 98% 78% 61%
8 2008 71% 87% 21% 99% 82% 61%
9 2009 69% 87% 15% 95% 83% 58%
10 2010 64% 81% 15% 89% 77% 54%
11 2011 67% 86% 2% 97% 80%. 80%
12 Test Year 78% 88% 11% 94% 84% 57%
13 Average 70% 86% 18% 95% 81% 58%

Source: Schedule E-18
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Reserve Margins
Exhibit JP-8

FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

Reserve Margins as
a Percent of Firm Peak Demand

Ratio of Summer

Average Average to
Summer Non-Summer Non-Summer
Line Year Months Months Margins
(1) (2) (3)
1 2007 7% 27% 27%
2 2008 13% 32% 41%
3 2009 14% 27% 53%
4 2010 14% 27% 54%
5 2011 20% 32% 63%
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January, 1992
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CHAPTER 4

EMBEDDED COST METHODS FOR ALLOCATING
PRODUCTION COSTS

Of all utility costs, the cost of production plant -- i.c., hydroelectric, oil and

' gas-fired, nuclear, geothermal, solar, wind, and other electric production plant — is the

major component of most electric utlity bills. Cost analysts must devise methods to
equitably allocate these costs among all customer classes such that the share of vost
responsibility borne by each class approximates the costs imposed on the utility by that
class.

The first three sections of this chapter discusses functionalization, classification
and the classification of production function costs that are demand-related and energy-re-
lated. Section four contains a variety of methods that can be used to allocate production
plant costs. The final three sections include observations regarding fuel expense data, op-
cration and maintenance expenses for production and a swnmary and conclusion.

I. THE FIRST STEP: FUNCTIONALIZATION

chtionalinﬁon is the process of assigning company revenue requirements 10
specified utility functions: Production, Transmission, Distribution, Customer and
General. Distinguishing each of the functions in more detail -- subfunctionalization - is
an optional, but potentially valuable, step in cost of service analysis. For example,
production revenue requirements may be subfunctionalized by generation type -~ fossil,
stcam, nuclear, hydroelectric, combustion turbines, diesels, geothermal, cogeneration,
and other. Distribution may be subfunctionalized to lines (underground and overhead)
substations, transformers, etc. Such subfunctional categories may cnable the analyst to
classify and allocate costs more directly; they may be of particular value where the costs
of specific units or types of units are assigned to time periods. But, since this is a manual
of cost allocation, and this is a chapter on production costs, we won’t linger over
functionalization or consider costs in other functions. The interested reader will consult
generalized texts on the subject. It will suffice to say here that all utility costs are
allocated after they are functionalized.
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II. CLASSIFICATION IN GENERAL

Clnssi.ﬁcation is a refinement of functionalized revenue requirements. Cost
classification identifies the utility operation — demand, energy, custorner -- for which
functionalized dollars are spent. Revenue requirements in the production and
transmission functions are classified as demand-related or encrgy-related. Distribution
revenue requirements are classified as either demand-, energy- or customer-related.

Cost classification is often integrated with functionalization; some analysts do not
distinguish it as an independent step in the assignment of revenue requirements. Func-
tionalization is to some extent reflected in the way the company keeps its books; plant ac-
counts follow functional lines as do operation and maintenance (O&M) accounts. But to
classify costs accurately the analyst more often refers to conventional rules and his own
best judgment. Section 1V of this chapter discusses three major methods for classifying
and allocating production plant costs. We will see that the peak demand allocarion meth-
ods rely on conventional classification while the energy weighting methods and the time-
differentiated methods of allocation require much attention to classification and, indeed,
are sophisticated classification methods with fairly simple allocation methods tacked on.

The chart below is a basic example of an integrated functionalization/classifica-

,u’ tion scheme.

FUNCTIONALIZED CLASSIFICATION OF ELECTRIC UTILITY COSTS

Cost Classes
Functions Demand Energy Customer Revenue

Production
Thermal X X N/A N/A
Hydro X X N/A N/A
____Other X X N/A_ __N/A
Transmission X X X N/A
Distribution X X X N/A
in X X X N/A
Substations X X X N/A
| Services N/A _N/A X N/A
Meters N/A N/A X N/A

® _Customer N/A_ N/A X 2
M
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III. CLASSIFICATION OF PRODUCTION FUNCTION COSTS

Production plant costs can be classified in two ways between costs that are
demand-related and those that are energy-related.

A. Cost Accounting Approach

Pmduction plant costs are either fixed or variable. Fixed production costs are
those revenue requirements associated with generating plant owned by the utility,
including cost of capital, depreciation, taxes and fixed O&M. Variable costs are fuel
costs, purchased power costs and some O&M expenses. Fixed production costs vary
with capacity additions, not with energy produced from given plant capacity, and are
classified as demand-related. Variable production costs change with the amount of
energy produced, delivered or purchased and are classified as energy- related. Exhibit
4-1 summarizes typical classification of FERC Accounts 500-557.

EXHIBIT 4-1

CLASSIFICATION OF PRODUCTION PLANT

FERC Uniform
System of Demand Customer
~Accounts Na, nﬁ;tinm Related Related
CLASSIFICATION OF RATE BASEL
Production Plant

301-303 Intangible Plant

b 4
| _310-316 | Steam Production X X
[ 320-325 | Nuclear Production X =
330-336 Hydravlic Production x x*
X

340-346 Other Production
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Exhibit 4-1
(Continued)
CLASSIFICATION OF PRODUCTION PLANT
FE;!C Unifolll'm De a Eo
ystem © . man ergy
—Accounts No. Description Related -Related
CLASSIFICATION OF EXPENSES!
Production Plant
Steam Power Generation Qperations
Operating Supervision & Prorated Prorated
500 Engineering On Labor’ | On Labor® |
1301 Fuel - x
{ 502 | SewamExpenses x* x
503-504 | Steam From Other Sources & Transfer. Cx. - X
5_0§ Electric Expenses X‘ x!
506 Miscellaneous Steam Pwr Expenses X =
. 507 Rents x -
. Maintenance
Prorated Prorated
510 g ision & Engineering On E 3
511 Structures x =
512 Boiler Plant - X
513 Electric Plant - X
514 Miscellaneous Steam Plant - x
Nuclear Power Generation Qperation
Promated _. | Prorated
| 517 | Operation n & Engin OnLabor® | OnLabor’
| 518 | Fuel - x
F 2 =
519 Coolants and Water 2 . .
520 | Steam Expense x* x*
F_E&EL Steam From Other Sources & Transfe. Cr. - X
| s23 | Electric Expenses x* xt
524 Miscellaneous Nuclear Power Expenses o -
‘ {525 Rents x -
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EXHIBIT 4-1
{(Continued)
CLASSIFICATION QF EXPENSES !
FERC Uniform
System of L. Demand Energy
XQescription Related Related
Maintenance
Prorated R Prorated 3
| S28 | Supervision & Engineering on Labor” | on LaborZ |
529 | Structures X =
530 Reactor Plant Equipment c X
331 Electric Plant - x
532 Miscellaneous Nuclear Plant - X
Hydeaulic P G lion O .
' Prorated _ | Prorated
535 Operation Supervision and Engineering | on Labor> | on Labor®
536 Water for Power X -
537 Hydraulic Expenses x -
| 538 | Electric Expense x¢ x*
| 539 Misc Hydraulic Power Expenses X -
540 Rents x -
Maintenance
Prorated Prorated o
541 Supervision & Engineeting On Labor® | On Labor’ |
| 542 Structures X -
543 Reservoirs, Dams, and Waterways X x
| 544 Electric Plant X x
545 Miscellanecus Hydraulic Plant X X

37
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Exhibit 4-1
{Continued)
FERC Uniform
System of Demand  Energy
Account Description Related  Related
CLASSIFICATION OF EXPENSES!
Other Power Generation Operation
| 546, 548-554 | All Accounts _ x -
547 Fuel = X
Onher Power Supply Expenses
555 hased x> x
556 stern Control ad Di h X -
557 Other Expenses x -

! Direct assignment or “exclusive use* costs are assigned directly 10 the customer class or group
that exclusively uses such facilities. The remaining costs are then classified 1o the respective cost compo-
nents.

2 In some instances, a portion of hydro rate base may be classified as energy related.

3 The classification between demand-related and energy-related costs is carried out on the basis of
mmmofhhwﬂemmwdmﬂzMwwmuhumtmmg

‘Mﬁ&mﬁmdmdwmhhmdlﬁuwuﬂmmﬂw La-
bor expenses are considered demand-related, while material expenses are considered energy-related.
3 As-billed basis.

The cost accounting approach to classification is based on the argument that plant
capacity is fixed to mect demand and that the costs of plant capacity should be assigned
'to customers on the basis of their demands. Since plant output in KWH varies with sys-
tem energy requirements, the argument continues, variable production costs should be al-
located to customers on a KWH basis.

B. Cost Cansation

Costcausaﬁonisaphmcreferﬁngtomanemptto&mﬁm what, or who, is
causing costs to be incurred by the utility. For the generation function, cost causation
atempts to determine what influences a utility’s production plant investment decisions.
Cost causation considers: (1) that utilities add capacity to meet critical system planning
reliability criteria such as loss of load probability (LOLP), loss of load hours (LOLH),
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Classification of Production O&M Expense
Test Year Ending December 31, 2013

FPL Method: Total Retail NARUC Cost Allocation Manual
Percent to: Percent to:
Line COSS ID / Description Total Demand Energy Demand Energy Method Demand Energy Demand Energy
(1 2) (@) (4) (5) (8) (7) (8) {9) (10)
1 STEAM Q&M - OPERATION SUPERV & ENG $7,653,262 $4,651,166 $3,002,096 81% 39% Steam Oper $4,652,588 $3,000,673 61% 39%
2 STEAM O&M - FUEL - NON RECV EXP 9,802,801 0 9,802,801 0% 100% Energy 0 9,802,801 0% 100%
3 STEAM QD&M - STEAM EXPENSES 5,856,574 1,828,925 4,027 649 3% 69% Labor 1,828,925 4,027 645 31% 69%
4 STEAM Q&M - ELECT EXPENSES 2,222,931 925,318 1,297,613 42% 58% Labor 925,318 1,297,613 42% 58%
5 STEAM O&M - MISC STEAM EXP 20,698,622 20,698,622 ¢ 100% 0% Demand 20,698,622 ] 100% 0%
6 STEAM D&M - RENTS : 3,420 3420 0 100% 0% Demand 3,420 Q 100% 0%
7 STEAM O&M - MAINT SUPERY & ENG 8,580,974 1,332,435 7,248,539 16% 84% Steam Maint 1,333,790 7,247,184 16% 84%
8 STEAM O&M - MAINT OF STRUCTURES 6,024,503 6.024 503 0 100% 0% Demand 5,024,503 0 100% 0%
9 STEAM O&M - MAINT GF BOILER PLANT 19,609,182 o 19,609,182 0% 100% Energy o 19,609,182 0% 100%
10 STEAM O3M - MAINT OF ELECT PLANT 10,395,609 o 10,395,609 0% 100% Energy 0 10,395,609 0% 100%
11 STEAM Q&M - MAINT OF MISC STEAM PLT 2,729,500 o 2,729,500 0% 100% Energy 0 2,729,500 0% 100%
12 NUCLEAR Q&M - OPERAT SUPERY & ENG 102,750,373 70,881,482 31,868,911 69% 3% Nuke Op 86,216,597 16,533,776 84% 16%
13 NUCLEAR Q&M - NLICL. FUEL EXP 11,527,551 0 11,527,551 0% 100% Energy 0 11,627,551 0% 100%
14 NUCLEAR Q&M - COOLANTS AND WATER 8,822,561 4,958,411 3,864,150 56% 44% Labor 4.958,411 3,864,150 56% 44%
15 NUCLEAR O&M - STEAM EXPENSES 63,322,328 54,818,096 8.504,232 87% 13% Labor 54,818,096 8,604,232 87% 13%
16 NUCLEAR Q&M - ELECT EXPENSES 65,135 [ 65,135 0% 100% Labar 65,135 0% 160%
17 NUCLEAR O&M - MISC NUCLEAR PWR EXP 65,170,263 65,170,263 0 100% 0% Demand 65,170,263 0 100% 0%
18 NUCLEAR Q&M - MAINT SUPERV & ENG 108,774,164 12,150,347 96,623,817 11% 89% Nukea Maint 12,163,341 96,610,823 11% 89%
19 NUCLEAR Q&M - MAINT OF STRUCTURES 5,605,070 5,605,070 0 100% 0% Demand 5,805,070 0 100% 0%
20 NUCLEAR Q&M - MAINT OF REACTOR PLANT 29,705,383 0 29,705,383 0% 100% Energy 0 29,705,383 D% 100%
21 NUCLEAR Q&M - MAINT OF ELECT PLANT 11,762,700 0 11,762,700 0% 100% Energy 0 11,762,700 0% 100%
22 NUCLEAR O&M - MAINT OF MISC NUCI. PLT 3.051,790 0 3,051,790 0% 100% Energy 0 3,051,790 0% 100%
23 OTH PWR Q&M - OPERAT SUPERY & ENG 14,824 683 14,824 683 1} 100% 0% Demand 14,824,683 0 160% 0%
24 OTH PWR 0&M - FUEL N-RECOV EMISSIONS 2,136,068 0 2,136,068 0% 100% Energy 0 2,136,068 0% 100%
25 OTH PWR O&M - GENERATION EXPENSES 12,432,002 12,432,002 0 100% 0% Demand 12,432,002 0 100% 0%
26 OTH PWR Q&M - MISC OTH PWR GENERAT 29,447 241 29,447 241 0 100% 0% Demand 29,447 241 0 100% 0%
27 OTH PWR O&M - MAINT SBUPERV & ENG 8,871,830 s} 8,871,630 0% 100% Other Maint 8,871,630 o 100% 0%
28 OTH PWR O&M - MAINT OF STRUCTURES 11,088,148 11,088,148 i} 100% 0% Demand 11,088,148 0 100% 0%
29 OTH PWR O&M - MAINT GENR & ELECT PLT 69,528 221 0 69,528,221 0% 100% Demand 69,528,221 0 100% 0%
30 OTH PWR O&M - MAINT MISC OTH PWR GEN 4,744,866 o] 4,744 866 Q% 100% Demand 4,744,866 0 100% 0%
3 QTH PWR D&M - SYS CNTR & L DISPATCH 3,277,888 3,277,888 ¢ 100% 0% Demand 3,277,988 0 100% 0%
a2 OTH PWR O8M - OTHER EXPENSES 2,907,543 2,907 543 0 100% 0% Demang 2,907,543 0 100% 0%
33 Total Production O&M Expense $663,392,884  $323,025,542  $340,367 442 49% 51% $421,521,165 $241,871,819 64% 36%
34 Subtotal Other O&M Expense $135,561,975 $59,152,821 $76,409,154 44% 56% $133,425,908 $2,136,068 98% 2%
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Line | Description [ TotalRetail | ciLc-1D | ¢hC16 | oncat [ Gsm< | Gscu1 | GSb(T-1_| GSLDM)-1 | GSLD(T)-2 | GSLD(T-3 | MET
(1) (2 (3) (4) (5} {8 7 ® (3 (10} {11)

RATE BASE -
1 Electric Plant In Service $30,424,227 $534,901 $36,113 $161,356  $1,769.345 $8,357 $6,071,436 $2,652,189 $481,888 $25,833 $23,252
P4 Accum Depreciation & Amortization -11,901,711 -209,084 -14,082 -65,857 -651,588 -3,267 -2,376,373 -1,037,885 -188,678 -10,545 -9,038
3 Net Plant In Service 18,622,516 325,817 22,022 98,499 1,077,356 5,090 3,695,063 1,614,294 293,210 15,289 14,213
4 Plant Held For Future Use 230,182 4,479 291 1,580 13,541 64 49,041 21,804 4 046 253 197
s Construction Work in Progress 501676 9,329 612 3,465 29,575 145 103,558 45,674 B,445 554 403
3 Net Nuclear Fuel 565,229 15,541 974 7.084 32,052 208 137,514 61,965 13,313 1,063 485
7 Total Utility Plant 19,819,614 355,167 23,899 107,628 1,152,524 5,507 3,985,176 1,743,737 319,014 17,149 15,308
8 Working Capital - Assets 3,593,422 58,523 4481 26,183 233,386 1,545 716,159 309,902 60,422 4,038 2,708
9 Working Capital - Liabilities 2,376,213 43570 2,860 -16,260 -155,567 -1,022 -464,324 -200,189 -38,594 -2,523 -1,787
10 Working Capital - Net 1,217,208 24,952 1621 9,923 77,828 522 251,835 109,733 21,828 1515 921
11 Total Rate Base 21,036,823 380,118 25520 117,551 1,230,353 5,030 4,237,011 1,853,470 340,842 18,665 16,230

REVENUES -
12 Sales of Electricity 4,268,091 73,998 5,040 24,452 304,655 1,665 860,848 311,835 57,388 4,043 2,884
13 Other Operating Revenues 140,637 1,455 95 257 8,780 28 19,691 7,392 1,318 42 63
14 Total Operating Revenues 4,408,728 75,453 5,136 24,709 313,435 1,680 880,539 318,228 58,705 4,085 2,843

EXPENSES -
15 Operating & Maintenance Expense -1,665,789 -26,558 -1,759 -9,412 -105,783 -715 -292,500 -124,692 -23,646 -1,472 -1,147
16 Depreciation Expense -803,912 -13,297 -910 -4,399 47,342 -243 -153,234 65,598 -11,963 -703 -583
17 Taxes Other Than Income Tax -371,710 5,472 437 -1,947 22,185 -112 -73,462 -31,919 -5,822 =312 -281
18 Amortization of Property Losses 1,151 23 2 8 49 4] 258 117 21 1 1
19 Gain or Loss on Sale of Plant 2,641 52 3 154 1 562 254 45 2
20 Total Operating Expenses -2,737,619 -46,253 -3,102 -15.751 -175,108 -1,089 -518,376 -221,838 -41,365 -2,485 -2,008
21 Net Operating Income Before Taxes 1,671,109 29,200 2,034 8,958 138,328 621 362,163 97,390 17.341 1,600 940
22 Income Taxes -513,908 -B,896 -628 -2,746 47,432 -208 -114,643 -24,033 -4,183 =511 -248
23 NOI Before Curtaliment Adjustment 1,157,2M1 20,304 1,406 6,212 90,897 413 247,520 73,357 13,158 1,089 692
24 Curtailment Credit Revenue 335 245 90
25 Reassign Curtailment Gredit Revenue -335 -1 0 -1 -20 0 =75 -32 -6 0 4]
26 Net Curtailment Credit Revenue -1 0 -1 -20 0 -75 213 B4 1] 0
27 MNet Operating Income (NQI) 51,157,201 $20,303 $1,406 $6,211 $00,877 $413 $247 445 $73,57¢ $13,243 $1,088 $692
28  Rate of Return (ROR) 5.50% 5.34% 5.51% 5.28% 7.35% 6.85% 5.84% 3.97% 3.89% 5.83% 4.26%
29 Parity Ratic 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.34 1.24 1.06 0.72 0.71 1.06 0.77
30 Subsidy -$990 $4 -$416 $37.858 5132 $23,456 -$46,322 -$8,986 $100 -5328
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
FIPUG's Revised Class Cost-of-Service Study
Test Year Ending December 31, 2013
{Doltar Amounts in 000}

[ Description | o1 | os2 | msm [ sL4 | stz | ssT-DST | SST-TST |
(12) {13) (14) (15) (16) {17} {18)
RATE BASE -
Electric Plant In Service $85,267 $7.918 §18,038,147 $506,302 55,889 52,667 $13,368
Accurn Depreciation & Amortization -33.817 -2970 -7,072,970 -176,421 -2,309 -967 -5,443
Net Plant In Service 51,450 4,948 10,965,177 329,882 3,580 1,700 7.925
Plant Held For Future Use 128 43 133,801 727 49 18 130
Constructicn Work in Progress 720 87 293911 4,705 104 33 284
Net Nuclear Fuel 545 67 290,767 2,915 179 41 515
Total Utility Plant 52,913 5146 11,683,656 338,228 3912 1,792 8,854
Working Capital - Assets 6,398 &60 2.117,535 38,360 821 255 2,037
Working Capital - Liabilities -4 418 440 -1416,247 -26,462 -524 -168 -1,278
Working Capital - Net 1.980 219 701,288 11,888 296 87 760
Total Rate Base 54,893 5,365 12,384,945 350,127 4,208 1,880 9,614
REVENUES -
Sales of Electricity 11,479 853 2,532,594 70,674 1,252 369 4,262
Other Operating Revenues 204 38 100,272 877 83 11 33
Total Operating Revenues 11,683 890 2,632,666 71,550 1,334 380 4,296
EXPENSES -
Operating & Maintenance Expense -3,236 -302 -854,098 -19,281 =327 =111 -780
Depreciation Expense -3,196 -208 -482. 485 -19,176 =150 =58 ~367
Taxes Other Than Income Tax -385 -66 221,115 -6,296 =73 =33 =163
Amertization of Properly Losses 4 0 642 27 0 0 0
Gain or Loss on Sale of Plant 3 1 1,544 18 0 1
Total Operating Expenses -7,410 -604 -1.655513 -44,709 -549 -201 -1,260
Net Operating Income Before Taxes 4,273 287 977,353 26,841 785 179 3016
Income Taxes -1,279 -70 -298,476 -8,000 =296 -58 -1,202
NOI Before Curtailment Adjustment 2,995 217 677,678 18,841 489 121 1,814

Curtailment Credit Revenue

Reassign Curtailment Credit Revenue 0 0 ~200 0 0 1] 0

Net Curtailment Credit Revenue Q Y -200 0 0 0 0
Net Operating Income {NOI) $2,994 $217 $677.,478 $18,841 $489 $121 51,814
Rate of Return (ROR) 5.46% 4.04% 5.47% 5.38% 11.62% 6.43% 18.86%
Parity Ratio 0.99 0.73 0.99 0.98 2.11 1.17 3.43
Subsidy -$41 -$128 -36,197 -3684 $420 $28 $2,096
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FILORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Comparison of Present and Proposed Tariff Charges

GSLD(T)-1, GSLD(T)-3 and CILC Classes

Rate Current 2013 CC Step Percent Increase
Line Schedule Type of Charge Rate* Increase Increase 2013 CC Step
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5
GSLODT-1 General Service Large Demand {52000 kW)
1 Customer Charge $50.13 $25.00 $25.00 -50% 0%
2 Demand Charge ($/kW) $8.25 $10.50 $10.50 27% 0%
3 On-Peak Energy Charge (¢ per kWh) 2.047 1.717 1.878 -16% 9%
4 Off-Peak Energy Charge (¢ per kWh) 0.426 0.704 0.865 65% 23%
GSLDT-3 General Service Large Demand (2000 kW+)
5 Customer Charge $1,441.88 $1,500.00 $1,500.00 4% 0%
6 Demand Charge - On-Peak ($/kW) $7.29 $6.50 $6.50 -11% 0%
7 On-Peak Energy Charge (¢ per kWh) 0.739 2.155 2.306 192% 7%
8 Off-Peak Energy Charge (¢ per k\Wh) 0.604 0.682 0.833 13% 22%
CILC-1 Commerciallindustrial Load Control Program
Customer Charge
9 (G) 200-4989kW $122.00 $100.00 $100.00 -18% 0%
10 (D) above 500kW $175.00 $150.00 $150.00 -14% 0%
11 (T) transmission $1,866.00 $1,975.00 $1,975.00 6% 0%
Base Demand Charge ($/kW}
per kKW of Max Demand (All KW)
12 (G) 200-495KkW $3.20 $3.40 $3.40 6% 0%
13 (D) above 500kWW $3.17 $3.10 $3.10 -2% 0%
14 (T) transmission None None None N/IA
per kKW of Load Caontrol On-Peak
15 {G) 200-499kW $2.01 $1.30 $1.30 -35% 0%
16 (D) above 500kW $2.04 $1.30 $1.30 -36% 0%
17 (T) transmission $2.04 $1.30 $1.30 -36% 0%
per kW of Firm On-Peak Demand (All k\WV)
18 {G) 200-499kwW $7.61 $8.00 $8.00 5% 0%
19 (D} above 500kW $7.81 $7.80 $7.80 0% 0%
20 (T) transmission $7.54 $8.00 $8.00 6% 0%
Base Energy Charge (¢ per kWh)
On-Peak
21 {G) 200-499kW 1.175 3.479 3.635 196% - 4%
22 (D) above 500kwW 0.646 2719 2.872 321% 6%
23 (T) transmission 0.599 2.337 2.484 290% 6%
Off-Peak
24 (G) 200-499kW 1.175 0.710 0.866 -40% 22%
25 {D) above 500kW 0.646 0.700 0.853 8% 22%
26 (T} transmission 0.599 0.680 0.827 14% 22%

34




Docket No. 120015-El
CILC vs. CDR Credits
Exhibit JP-13

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Comparison of CILC and Rider CDR Credits
Test Year Ending December 31, 2013

CILC Avg. Effective Credit
incentive Load Per kW
Payments Control Firm 12CP of Load Per CP
Line Rate {$000) (MW) {MW) Control kw
(1) (2) (3) {4) (5)
1 CILCT $8,423 156.7 126.7 $4.48 $5.54
2 ClL.C-1D $17.650 4008 31486 $3.67 $4.68
3 CILC-1G $599 28.7 23.1 $1.74 $2.16
4 Total CiLC $ 26,671 586.0 464.4 $3.79 $4.79
5 Rider CDR $4.68 $4.90
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Cost Effective Rider COR Credit

{$ in 000's)
Line Item Amount
(1)

1 Total Benefits NPV $156,076
Total Cost NPV $50,425

3 Current Benefit to Cost Ratio 3.10
4 Cost Effective Benefit to Cost Ratio 1.20
5 Total Cost NPV @ RIM = 1.20 $130,063
6 Cost Effective increase Factor 2.5793
7 Current CDR Credit ($/KW) $4.68
8 Cost Effective CDR Credit ($/KW) $12.07

Source: Appendix A, Docket 100155; MFR A-3
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Rider CDR Cost-Effectiveness Test
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PSC FORM CE 2.3
PAGE 1 OF 1

1 (2) &3] 4) (5] (6) (7 (8) (9} (10} {I1) (12) (13) (14)
INCREASED UTILITY AVOIDED GEN  AVOIDED CUMULATIVE
SUPPLY  PROGRAM REVENUE OTHER TOTAL UNIT & FUEL T&D REVENUE OTHER  TOTAL NET  DISCOUNTED
COSTS COSTS INCENTIVES ~ LOSSES COSTS  COSTS  BENEFITS  BENEFITS GAINS BENEFITS BENEFITS BENEFITS NET BENEFITS
YEAR $(000) $(000) $(000) $(000) $(000)  $(D0O0) $(000) $(000) $(000) $(000) ${000) $(000) $(000}
2009 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 i 0 0 0 0
2010 0 19 366 4 | 389 10 0 0 0 10 (379) (34%)
2011 0 18 1,098 13 0 1,150 18 0 0 0 19 {1,131) (1,302)
2012 0 59 1,830 23 0 1,912 41 0 0 1 41 (1,871) (2,751)
2013 0 31 2,562 34 0 2677 40 0 0 4 44 (2,634) (4,625)
2014 0 103 3,292 47 0 3,443 55 0 ¢ 5 60 {3,343) (6,833)
2015 0 127 4,020 60 0 4,207 35 0 0 7 93 @114 {5,303
2016 0 152 4747 74 0 4974 105 0 i g 15 (4,859) (11,981)
2017 0 178 5475 89 0 5,742 132 ¢ 0 12 144 (5,598) (14,813)
2018 0 205 6,203 105 Q £513 152 Y o 15 166 (6,346) {17,763)
2019 0 210 6,567 117 0 6,894 43,112 0 ¢ (1.816) 41,296 34,402 (3,080)
2020 0 215 6,567 19 0 6,901 40,074 0 0 (2.660) 37414 30513 8,881
2021 0 221 6,567 123 0 6.910 3% 484 0 0 (2,944) 353540 28,630 19,188
2022 0 226 6,567 128 0 6,921 38,273 0 0 (3,404) 34869 27948 28,428
2023 0 232 6,567 133 0 6,931 38,921 ¢ 0 (3,748) 35,173 28,242 37,003
2024 0 238 6,567 140 0 6,944 19,347 0 0 (4.270) 35097 28,153 44,853
2025 0 244 6.567 147 0 6,958 39,293 0 0 (4,866) 34427 27,469 51,388
2026 Q 250 6,567 155 0 6971 39,561 0 q (5254} 34308 27,337 58,317
2027 0 256 6,567 163 0 6,987 39,884 0 0 (5,905) 33979 24,992 64,147
2028 0 262 6,567 173 0 7,001 39,705 ¢ 0 (6,426) 33279 26,277 69,359
2029 0 269 6,567 182 0 7.017 40,730 a 0 (7.221) 33509 26492 74,186
2039 0 276 6.567 192 0 7.035 40,729 0 0 (7.984) 32,745 23711 78,487
2031 o 283 6,567 203 0 7,052 40,433 0 0 (8,649) 31,784 24,732 82,287
2032 ¢ 290 6,567 216 0 7.073 41,691 0 0 (9.432) 32258 25,186 85,841
2033 a 297 6.567 238 0 7.102 41,600 0 ) (10,963) 30,637 23,535 EERT
2034 0 304 6,367 243 0 7,114 43,527 0 1] {12,089) 31,438 24324 G1,786
2035 0 312 6,367 255 0 7.134 44,191 0 a (I13,158) 31,033 23899 94,399
2036 0 320 6,567 276 0 7162 43,794 0 0 (14,351} 29444 232282 96,635
2037 0 318 6,567 292 0 7.186 44,733 0 0 (15,531) 25202 22,016 98,663
2038 0 336 6.567 306 0 7.209 43,483 0 0 (16.825) 26,658 19,449 100,312
2039 ! 344 6.567 32 0 7,233 42,744 0 0 (18,284) 24459 17226 101,651
2040 i 353 6,567 339 0 7,259 44,590 0 ¢ (19,752) 24,838 17,579 102,906
2041 0 362 6,567 359 0 7,28% 44,171 0 0 (21,269) 22,502 15,614 103,930
2042 0 371 6,567 381 0 7,318 43,417 0 0 {21,263) 22,154 14,836 104 824
2043 0 380 6,567 404 0 7,350 43,567 0 0 (20,257 22310 14,960 105,651
NOM. 0 8,141 193,758 6,058 0 207,956 1,040,714 0 0 (259,271) 781,443 573,487
NPV (1] 1,758 47,588 1,079 0 50,425 138,000 0 I (31,924) 136076 105,651
Discount Rate 8.89 %
Benefit’Cost Ratio (Col(12) / Col{7)} :

Source: Revised Appendix A from Docket 100155
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition for Increase in Rates by DOCKET NO. 120015-El
Florida Power & Light Company Filed: July 2, 2012

AFFIDAVIT OF JEFFRY POLLOCK

State of Missouri )
) SS
County of St. Louis )

Jeffry Pollock, being first duly sworn, on his oath states:

1. My name is Jeffry Pollock. | am President of J. Pollock, Incorporated,
12655 Olive Blvd., Suite 335, St. Louis, Missouri 63141. We have been retained by
Florida Industrial Power Users Group to testify in this proceeding on its behalf;

2. Attached hereto and made a part hereof for all purposes is my Direct
Testimony, Exhibits and Appendices A through D which have been prepared in written
form for introduction into evidence in Florida Public Service Commission Docket No.

120015-El; and,

3. | hereby swear and affirm that the answers contained in my testimony and

the information in my exhibits are true and correct.
)

N J ¥ Jffry Pollock

i M
Subscribed and sworn to before me this"""-'7 day of June, 2012.

7 o o
| e e
KITTY TURNER ' X
T | A~
Commissioned fo Linoon Counly /&\/ } Kitty Turner, Notary Public
wcorwmm;mm?wnﬁ'g&u 5L - Commission #: 11390610

My Commission expires on April 25, 2015.

J.POLLOCK

INCORPORATED




BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition for Increase in Rates by
Florida Power & Light Company.

DOCKET NO. 120015-El

FILED: July 2, 2012

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the Florida Industrial Power Users

Group's Testimony and Exhibits of Jeffry Pollock has been furnished by U.S. Mail this on day of

July, 2012, to the following:

Keino Young

Florida Pubiic Service
Commission

Division of Legal Services
2540 Shumard Qak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-0850

John T. Butler

Florida Power & Light
Company

700 Universe Blvd.

Juno Beach, FL. 33408-0420

Kenneth Wiseman/
Mark Sundback
Andrews Kurth LLP
13501 1 Street NW,
Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20005

J.R Kelly

Joe McGlothlin

Office of Public Counsel
111 West Madison Street,
Room 812

Tallahassee, Florida 32399

Robert Scheffel Wright
John T. LaVia, [l

Gardner, Bist, Wiener,
Wadsworth, Bowden, Bush,
Dee, LaVia & Wright, P.A.
1300 Thomaswood Drive
Tallahassee, FL, 32308

John W. Hendricks
367 S. Shore Dr.
Sarasota, FL 34234

Mr, & Mrs, Daniel R. Larson
16933 W. Harlena Dy,
Loxahatchee, FL 33470

Thomas Saporito

177 U.S. Highway IN,
Unit 212

Tequesta, Florida 33469

William C. Garner, Esq.
Brian P. Armstrong, Esq.
Nabors, Giblin &

Nickerson, P.A.

1500 Mahan Drive, Suite 200
Tallahassee, Florida 32308

Karen White

Federal Executive Agencies
AFLOA/JACL-ULFSC

139 Barnes Drive, Suite 1

Tyndall Air Force Base, FL 32403

Paul Woods

Quang Ha

Patrick Ahlm

Algenol Biofuels Inc.
28100 Bonita Grande Drive,
Suite 200

Bonita Springs, FI. 24135

s/ Vicki Gordon Kaufman

Vicki Gordon Kaufman




