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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is John J. Reed. My business address is 293 Boston Post Road 

West, Suite 500, Marlborough, Massachusetts 017 52. 

By whom are you employed, and what is your position? 

I am the Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of Concentric Energy 

Advisors, Inc. ("Concentric"). 

On whose behalf are you testifying? 

I am submitting this testimony on behalf of Florida Power & Light Company 

("FPL" or the "Company"). 

Please describe your background and professional experience. 

I have more than 35 years of experience in the energy industry and have 

worked as an executive in, and consultant and economist to, the energy 

industry for the past 30 years. Over the past 24 years, I have directed the 

energy services of Concentric, Navigant Consulting and Reed Consulting 

Group. I have served as Vice Chairman and Co-CEO of the nation's largest 

publicly-traded consulting firm and as Chief Economist for the nation's 

largest gas utility. I have provided regulatory policy and regulatory 

economics support to more than 100 energy and utility clients and have 

provided expert testimony on regulatory, economic and financial matters on 

more than 150 occasions before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

("FERC"), Canadian regulatory agencies, state utility regulatory agencies, 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

various state and federal courts, and before arbitration panels in the United 

States and Canada. A copy of my Curriculum Vitae is included as Exhibit 

JJR-1. A list of prior proceedings in which I have provided testimony is 

included as Exhibit JJR-2. 

Please describe Concentric's activities in energy and utility engagements. 

Concentric provides regulatory, economic, market analysis, and financial 

advisory services to a large number of energy and utility clients across North 

America. Our market analysis services include energy market assessments, 

market entry and exit analyses, and energy contract negotiations. Our 

financial advisory activities include merger, acquisition and divestiture 

assignments, due diligence and valuation assignments, project and corporate 

finance services, and transaction support services. Our regulatory and 

economic services include regulatory policy, utility ratemaking (e.g., cost of 

service, cost of capital, rate design, alternative forms of ratemaking), and the 

implications of regulatory and ratemaking policies. We also regularly conduct 

utility benchmarking studies in which we compare companies, services, and 

policies of particular companies or regulatory jurisdictions to a set of 

comparable peers to assess performance on a variety of quantitative and 

qualitative metrics. 

Are you sponsoring any exhibits in this case? 

Yes. I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 

• JJR-1: 

• JJR-2: 

Curriculum Vitae 

Testimony Listing 
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1 • JJR-3: Situational Assessment Rankings 

2 • JJR-4: Productive Efficiency Rankings 

3 • JJR-5: Operational Metrics 

4 • JJR-6: Benchmarking Workpapers 

5 • JJR-7: 2014 Assessment and Efficiency Tables 

6 • JJR-8: Annual Non-Fuel O&M Savings per Customer 

7 • JJR-9: 2014 Combined Situational Assessment and Productive 

8 Efficiency Rankings 

9 • JJR-10: Emissions Comparison 

10 • JJR-11: Consumer Price Index and Producer Price Index 

11 • JJR-12: Average Weekly Electric Utility Employee Earnings 

12 • JJR-13: Handy-Whitman Construction Cost Indices 

13 Q. How is the remainder of your testimony organized? 

14 A. After this introduction, my testimony is presented in the following sections: 

15 II. Testimony Overview and Summary 

16 III. Assessment Approach 

17 IV. Business Environment and Situational Assessment 

18 V. Benchmarking Results 

19 VI. Conclusion 

20 

21 
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

II. TESTIMONY OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY 

What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 

I have been asked by FPL to conduct an analysis of FPL's operational and 

financial performance over the past ten years through the use of a 

benchmarking study. I have also been asked to review the macroeconomic 

and service area economic drivers that have contributed to FPL's requested 

rate increase. 

Please summarize your testimony. 

FPL continues to deliver highly reliable electric service at low prices for the 

benefit of its customers. My benchmarking analysis shows that the Company 

has out-performed similarly sized companies across an array of financial and 

operating metrics. The Company has achieved this result in spite of the fact 

that it is disadvantaged by various exogenous factors that impact a utility's 

efficiency, as shown in the situational assessment metrics contained in Exhibit 

JJR-3. Despite the significant situational pressure FPL faces, the Company's 

performance over the last ten years compares favorably to its peers that face 

many fewer natural disadvantages. 

On the few individual metrics where FPL has not been a top performer, the 

characteristics of FPL's service area and other exogenous factors explain 

much or all of FPL's performance. When relevant, I discuss the factors that 

contribute to more challenged performance, including FPL's high proportion 
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of residential customers, lower energy consumption per customer, its 

customer count growth rates, and other features of the Company's service 

territory. As Exhibit JJR-3 demonstrates, FPL has ranked as the most 

challenged utility (by factors outside of its control) in seven of the past 10 

years relative to its industry peers, and as the most challenged among Florida 

and Large utilities in each year of the last decade. 

In terms of productive efficiency - the ability to maximize output and 

minimize costs - FPL is one of the top performers among comparable 

companies, as shown in metrics contained in Exhibit JJR-4. FPL has ranked 

either first or second of the 27 companies in the Straight Electric Group in 

each of the past 10 years, from 2005 to 2014. FPL has been the highest 

ranked in the Florida Utility Group and the Large Utility Goup throughout this 

period. In terms of controlling operation and maintenance expenses 

specifically, 1 FPL has been the top performer among the Straight Electric 

Group each year except 2006, when it ranked second out of27. In this metric, 

FPL ranked first in the Florida Utilities and Large Utilities each year. 

It is important to note that FPL's high level of productive efficiency has not 

been achieved at the expense of system reliability, as shown in Exhibit JJR-5. 

FPL is a top performer in terms of controlling the duration of its distribution 

system outages, and has consistently achieved above-average performance on 

the frequency of interruptions. 

As measured by the category "Total Non-Fuel O&M per Customer" in Exhibit JJR-4. 
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Q. 

A. 

With a generating fleet that produces over 82 percent of its electric power 

from natural gas, solar, and nuclear resources, FPL is a clean-energy 

company. In fact, FPL has one ofthe lowest emissions profiles among major 

U.S. utilities in terms of carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides. 

In nine of the last 10 years, the Company's fossil generation fleet performance 

has been in the top decile or best-in-class among comparable companies in 

terms of forced outages, and in the top quartile in availability. The 

performance of FPL's nuclear fleet is another critical factor in the Company's 

ability to achieve its favorable air emissions profile. 

On an overall basis, FPL's performance continues to stand out as exceptional 

compared to its peers across the United States. The Company continues to 

excel at controlling costs and achieving high levels of service to its customers, 

even in the face of economic drivers over which it has little or no control. The 

benefits of the Company's strong performance in terms of financial and 

operational metrics are substantial. For 2014 alone, if FPL had been merely 

an average performer among the 27 straight electric companies, its non-fuel 

operation and maintenance costs charged to customers would have been 

approximately $1.91 billion higher than its actual costs. 

Have you completed similar analyses in the past for FPL? 

Yes, I have. I have presented testimony in three recent rate cases for the 

Company. The approach I have taken in the analysis discussed here is 
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Q. 

A. 

substantially similar to the FPL benchmarking evaluations I have completed in 

the past. 

As discussed throughout my testimony, FPL has enhanced performance and 

operating efficiency in a variety of key utility focus areas. The Company 

continues to significantly outperform its industry peers in a variety of key 

metrics presented throughout my testimony. This performance has resulted in 

significant economic and reliability benefits for FPL's customers. 

III. ASSESSMENT APPROACH 

Please describe your approach to evaluating the Company's performance. 

Providing reliable and reasonably-priced electric service involves a complex 

array of infrastructure, general corporate services, customer services, and 

operational and financial resources. Assessing whether a particular company 

has successfully achieved both its service obligations and cost control 

objectives involves an evaluation of its productive efficiency, operational 

efficiency, and service quality. I have measured FPL's productive efficiency 

against three different peer groups to evaluate the Company's relative 

performance in the ten year period of analysis, 2005 to 2014, and across time 

to capture the trend in its performance. I developed additional analyses to 

determine whether any cost improvements were made at the expense of 

reductions in operational efficiency and system reliability. I have considered 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

all of these aspects ofFPL's performance and, where possible, I measured and 

quantified the associated customer benefit. 

In general, what steps did you take in constructing your benchmarking 

analysis? 

The first two steps of the benchmarking analysis were to define the timeframe 

over which the analysis was to be performed, and develop the composition of 

the peer groups used to compare to FPL. The third step was to define the 

operational, financial and reliability/service quality metrics that were to be 

used in the benchmarking. Finally, in recognition of the significantly different 

service area characteristics that each of the peer group companies face, and 

the consequently different performance challenges created by these service 

area characteristics, I developed a situational assessment ranking that reflects 

the "degree of difficulty" that each peer group member faces in seeking to 

maximize its productive efficiency. 

What timeframe did you use for your benchmarking analysis? 

I used the most recent 10 years of available data, 2005 through 2014, for all of 

my benchmarking studies, including the situational assessment and the 

performance metrics. 

Please describe the process you used to develop these benchmarks. 

For my benchmarking analyses, I developed ordinal rankings for both the 

operational and economic performance of the companies in each of three peer 

groups. These rankings reflect the performance of each company in each peer 
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Q. 

A. 

group as measured by the level of input cost per unit of "output," such as 

customer expense per customer, or operations and maintenance ("O&M") 

expense per megawatt-hour ("MWh") sold. I ranked each company in each 

peer group according to the 11 measures of productivity that I developed. To 

develop an overall assessment based on the rankings of all of the performance 

measurement categories, I took an average of the ordinal rankings for all 

performance measures, and I ranked the companies in the peer groups based 

on those averages. This approach allowed me to compare FPL's "productive 

efficiency" to the other companies in each peer group. 

In order to put the benchmarking results in context, I also conducted a 

"situational assessment" to rank the level of challenges to performance that 

the companies in each peer group face. Similar to the productive efficiency 

metrics, I took an average of all the ordinal values to determine FPL's overall 

level of exogenous, performance challenges. 

How did you select the companies to include in your benchmarking peer 

groups? 

My objective in determining the sets of peer group electric utilities was to 

achieve the largest group of companies for which consistent data were 

available and which were, broadly speaking, operationally similar to FPL. 

Because FPL is a large electric-only utility with ownership in generating 

resources, I established one peer group of companies with electric-only utility 

operations that have at least 500,000 customers and own generating resources. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

I refer to this group of 27 comparable companies as the "Straight Electric 

Group." I established a second peer group consisting of investor-owned 

electric utilities that own generating resources and are subject to regulation by 

the Florida Public Service Commission. This "Florida Group" includes FPL, 

Duke Energy Florida, Gulf Power Company, and Tampa Electric Company. 

Lastly, I established a third peer group made up of large electric utility 

companies with at least two million electric customers. This "Large Utility 

Group" consists of seven companies in addition to FPL. The composition of 

each of my comparable groups is shown in Exhibit JJR-6, page 1. 

Why did you use the number of customers served as a criterion for 

determining the companies in your Straight Electric Group? 

The purpose of this benchmarking analysis is to develop a meaningful 

comparison of FPL' s costs and economic metrics that are indicative of utility 

performance. Many of the challenges and opportunities for a company are a 

function of its size. Because my focus is on controllable economic 

efficiencies, size is an important attribute, and a utility's size tends to vary 

most directly as a function of the number of customers it serves. 

Does the fact that the dataset does not have values for all metrics for all 

years affect the conclusions you reach in your benchmarking analysis? 

No. There are a variety of reasons that certain data may be unavailable for 

one or more companies in a given metric from time to time. Such instances 

are rare and they do not adversely affect the conclusions of this assessment. 

Whether a company ranks as the strongest performer out of 12 or out of 27 is 
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Q. 

A. 

not material. What determines a company's overall ranking in the productive 

efficiency and situational assessments is its relative position compared to the 

industry. 

How did you conduct your situational assessment, and what is the 

purpose of this analysis? 

Using benchmark studies to compare the performance of utilities is inherently 

difficult because no two utility companies face the same set of circumstances 

in terms of service area economic and operational factors. The purpose of a 

situational assessment is to recognize each utility's cost advantages or 

disadvantages that are not within its control. For example, among the factors 

that affect a utility's cost performance are: (a) growth in number of customers, 

(b) growth in demand, (c) density of customers, (d) presence of locally­

produced energy supplies for generating plants, (e) system load . factor, 

(f) proportion of small residential customers, and (g) dependency on a 

transmission system. 

Often, a utility's above-average or below-average performance on a single 

performance metric can be explained by the results of the situational 

assessment. I use my situational assessment to evaluate FPL's performance in 

the proper context. 
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2 

IV. 

What data sources did you rely on for the performance measures that you 

developed? 

For the benchmarking analysis, I compiled data from several sources. I 

obtained much of the data from FERC Form 1 reports (as reported by SNL 

Financial). For supplemental metrics related to FPL's operational 

performance, I obtained data from the North American Electric Reliability 

Corporation ("NERC"), ABB' s Velocity Suite, 2 reports by investor owned 

electric utilities to the Florida Public Service Commission, and the Institute of 

Nuclear Power Operations ("INPO"). 

BUSINESS ENVIRONMENT AND SITUATIONAL ASSESSMENT 

Business Environment 

What economic trends and factors did you consider in your analysis? 

I considered a number of local, regional, state-wide and national economic 

factors that affect FPL's performance trends over time, and relative to the peer 

group companies. These economic factors influence the Company's need for 

rate relief and the level of rate relief that it is requesting in this proceeding. 

The most relevant period for considering the economic drivers is the period 

subsequent to FPL's last rate case, which was filed in March 2012 and in 

which a final order was issued in January 2013. 

ABB 's Velocity Suite was formerly owned by Ventyx, and is known as the Ventyx Velocity Suite. 
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Q. 

A. 

Please describe the national economic trends that have most affected 

FPL's costs. 

Two common measures of the national economy's general price level that are 

indicators of inflationary pressures on FPL's costs are the Consumer Price 

Index for urban consumers ("CPI-U") and the Producer Price Index for 

finished goods ("PPI"). Exhibit JJR -11 shows the performance of the CPI-U 

and PPI for finished goods since 2012. The CPI-U has increased by 2.21 

percent between December 2012 and December 2014, while the PPI for all 

manufactured goods has increased by 0.72 percent. 

The cost of utility labor also has a significant impact on FPL's costs. Exhibit 

JJR-12 shows electric utility employee average weekly earnings as reported 

by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Since December 2012, average weekly 

earnings have increased from approximately $1,4 71 to approximately $1 ,517, 

or 3 .1 percent in nominal growth. 

Lastly, overall utility construction costs, which directly affect the cost of 

additions to rate base, have increased significantly in recent years. The 

Handy-Whitman Index of Public Utility Construction Costs provides a good 

indication of the rising cost of construction incurred by FPL. This index is 

calculated on a regional basis and incorporates all construction costs including 

materials and labor. Exhibit JJR-13 presents the Handy-Whitman Index for 

the South Atlantic region between July 2012 and July 2014. Exhibit JJR-13 
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Q. 

A. 

demonstrates that the separate data senes for Steam Production Plant, 

Hydraulic Production Plant, Nuclear Production Plant, Other Production 

Plant, Transmission Plant, and Distribution Plant have all increased 

significantly over this period. The Other Production Plant index, which 

includes major natural gas generation components, has the greatest growth 

rate, 6.7 percent between December 2012 and December 2014. Since FPL's 

last rate case was decided, these six construction cost indices have increased 

between 3.4 percent and 6.7 percent. 

Please describe the current state and local economic conditions in FPL's 

service territory and the impact of these economic conditions on FPL's 

revenues. 

The world wide recession that started in late 2007 had a dramatic effect on 

Florida, as measured by a number of indices. The unemployment rate steadily 

increased from 4.7 percent in December 2007, to a high of 12.0 percent in 

December 2010. Unemployment has declined significantly in the period since 

that time, but the recovery has been protracted, and economic indicators 

continue to show effects of the recession. 

As explained by FPL witness Morley, FPL's weather normalized retail 

sales per customer have been declining since the last rate case was decided, 

yet the number of new service accounts has grown. Growth requires FPL to 

continue to invest in its infrastructure today in order to be ready to serve its 

customers in the future. The combination of the costs associated with 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

continued growth in new service accounts and declining weather normalized 

sales per customer puts greater pressure on FPL' s financial performance. 

Please describe the impact of current state and local economic conditions 

in FPL's service territory on FPL's costs. 

FPL continues to add customers to its system, and reasonably projects to add 

even more in the future. The Company has made significant investments in 

its generation fleet and transmission infrastructure in response to this growth 

in customers and to maintain and improve reliability. The increasing cost of 

material and labor, as previously discussed, has resulted in capital cost 

challenges that FPL continues to manage effectively. Transmission and 

substation capital expenditures to maintain reliability of delivery service are 

forecasted to compose a significant portion of the overall increase in net plant 

over the period between 2013 and 2018. Maintenance of the Company's 

generation fleet will require significant capital resources as well. FPL's 

forecast of capital expenditures is addressed in the testimony of FPL witness 

Barrett. 

Situational Assessment 

Please describe your situational assessment. 

I started by identifying exogenous factors that would influence a utility's 

performance, positively or negatively, as compared to other companies in a 

different relative position. Using publicly reported data, I examined ten 

exogenous factors. 
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Q. 

A. 

The results of my situational assessment are presented in Exhibit JJR-3, pages 

1 through 10. This exhibit shows the rank order of each of the companies in 

each of the comparison groups for each situational measure, as well as an 

overall score in the far right column based on the average rank. These metrics 

generally provide insight regarding the operational challenges and 

opportunities that the peer group companies face that could be expected to 

affect cost. In my situational assessments, a ranking of one indicates the 

company with the highest level of challenge for a particular measure. 

What other exogenous factors, beyond economic conditions, did you 

consider as part of your situational assessment? 

The factors I considered and my conclusions regarding each factor are 

summarized below. 

• Percent Sales Residential: On a dollars per kilowatt-hour ("kWh") 

basis, residential customers are more expensive to serve than 

commercial and industrial customers. As a result, utilities with a 

higher proportion of residential customers tend to have higher 

costs and higher rates. FPL has the highest Percent Sales 

Residential in the Large Utility Group each year, and the highest in 

the Straight Electric Group and the Florida Group in nine of the 

last 10 years. 48.9 percent ofFPL's sales by volume were sales to 

residential customers in 2014. 

18 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

4 

• Percent Sales Other: Sales Other3 are non-retail sales, which 

represent the lowest unit cost sales for a utility company. FPL has 

the lowest Percent Sales Other in the Large Utility Group and in 

the Florida Group each year, and the lowest in the Straight Electric 

Group in nine of the last 10 years. All else being equal, this would 

indicate that FPL's unit costs should be higher than the other 

companies in these groups. 

• Use per Customer4
: Because many of the costs of serving an 

individual customer are fixed, utilities with lower use per customer 

tend to have higher unit costs. Like Percent Sales Other, FPL has 

among the lowest use per customer in the Florida Group in each 

year, and the lowest or the second lowest use per customer in the 

Large Utility Group. In the Straight Electric Group, FPL is in the 

bottom quartile for use per customer each year. 

• Change in Customers (percent): Volatility m the growth of 

customers creates challenges in terms of managmg capital 

expenditures and resource utilization over time. FPL's customer 

growth rate has been volatile: in the Straight Electric Group, FPL 

has been in the lowest quartile of customer growth in four of the 

last 10 years, the third quartile in three years, the second quartile in 

two years, and in the first quartile in one year. 

"Sales Other" represents all sales other than sales to residential, commercial, and industrial 

customers. This is typically Sales for Resale. 

Use per customer measures the average volume of sales for all electric customers. 
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• Percent Generation Nuclear: The non-fuel costs for nuclear 

generation are higher than those for coal-fired, oil-fired, gas-fired 

and hydroelectric generating resources. For 2005-2009, FPL's 

percentage of nuclear generation is ranked first in the Florida 

Group. As of September 2009, FPL is the only Florida utility with 

operating nuclear units. This places significant pressure on FPL's 

cost structure relative to its peers in the region. In comparison to 

the Straight Electric Group, FPL is in the second quartile each 

year. 

• Energy Losses: Energy losses are a product of the transmission 

and distribution infrastructure through which the energy is 

transmitted. Electric utilities that are relatively transmission­

dependent tend to experience higher losses than utilities that are 

able to site generation closer to load centers. This metric 

demonstrates a significant challenge faced by FPL. In both the 

Florida Group and the Large Utility Group, FPL has had the 

highest energy losses in seven of the last ten years. In the Straight 

Electric Group, FPL has been in the top quartile in eight of the last 

10 years. 

• Accumulated Provision for Depreciation as a Percent of Gross 

Plant: I use this metric as a reasonable proxy for the age of a 

utility's asset base. Utilities with a higher proportion of 

accumulated depreciation to gross plant tend to have an older asset 
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Q. 

A. 

base. FPL's rankings clearly reflect the investments that have been 

made in the last several years to strengthen the reliability of its 

transmission and distribution systems and to connect new 

customers to its system. The Company's ranking compared to its 

peers m all three comparable utility groups rose significantly 

between 2010 and 2014, indicating that FPL has made 

comparatively greater investments over this period than have its 

peer utilities. This trend is also consistent with the Company's 

growth in customers over the period, which has outpaced FPL's 

peers. 

Please summarize your conclusions regarding your situational 

assessment. 

While only a high-level snapshot, these analyses indicate that FPL is the most 

"challenged" or disadvantaged company relative to the Florida Utility Group 

and Large Utility Group in every year of my analysis due to exogenous 

factors. In the Straight Electric Group, FPL is the most challenged in seven of 

the last 10 years and the second most challenged in the remaining three years. 

That said, it is important to keep the situational assessment in context when 

viewing performance metrics. I offer these metrics as a means of "getting the 

lay of the land" in understanding the productive efficiency metrics. This is 

not a perfect means of capturing all of the challenges or advantages of FPL 

and the companies in the comparables groups, but it represents a reasonable 
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cross-section of key factors influencing a utility's operations based on 

publicly available information. 

V. BENCHMARKING RESULTS 

What metrics did you use to assess FPL's operational and financial 

performance? 

I measured FPL's performance across a variety of expetise, corporate and 

operational categories. With regard to expense performance, I considered: 

• Total Non-Fuel O&M expenses 

• Non-Fuel Production O&M expenses 

• Transmission O&M expenses 

• Distribution O&M expenses 

• Administrative and General ("A&G") expenses 

• Customer expenses 

• Uncollectible expenses 

In addition to O&M expense performance, I measured corporate performance 

using the following metrics: 

• Days sales outstanding 

• Labor efficiency 

• Gross asset base 

• Additions to plant relative to customer growth 
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To ensure that FPL's performance on cost and corporate metrics did not occur 

at the expense of reliability or safety, I compiled metrics to measure FPL's 

operational performance, including: 

• Fossil plant heat rate 

• Fossil plant equivalent availability factor 

• Fossil plant equivalent forced outage rate 

• Nuclear capacity factor 

• Nuclear equivalent availability factor 

• Nuclear forced loss rate 

• Nuclear industrial safety accident rate 

• Distribution system average interruption duration index ("SAIDI") 

• Distribution system average interruption frequency index 

("SAIFI") 

• Customer average interruption duration index ("CAIDI") 

• Emissions from generating stations 

The detailed definitions of each of the productive efficiency and operational 

metrics I used are presented on page 2 of Exhibit JJR-6. 

Did you adjust the metrics to account for companies of different sizes? 

Yes. Most metrics are calculated on an expense per customer or an expense 

per MWh sold basis. The productive efficiency metrics presented in my 

analysis are an average of the per customer values and the per MWh values 

for each cost element. For example, the A&G expenses productive efficiency 
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Q. 

A 

metric reflects each utility's A&G expenses per MWh sold and A&G 

expenses per customer, and presents the average performance rank on these 

two metrics as the measure of A&G productive efficiency. 

Which metrics provide the best indication of FPL's overall performance 

relative to the comparable groups? 

While each metric is significant and may help identify particular areas of 

strength or weakness, the best indication of FPL's overall level of 

performance in controlling costs is total non-fuel O&M expenses. This 

category covers all four primary operating functions (generation, transmission, 

distribution and customer service), and also includes all administrative and 

general functions. Further, this metric has the advantage of removing the 

effects of differences in fuel costs, which can vary due to availability, 

location, and state or local environmental policies. 

FPL's performance controlling its non-fuel O&M expense per customer is 

particularly strong in each year of my analysis. FPL is the top performer in 

the Florida Group and in the Large Utility Group. In the Straight Electric 

Group, FPL ranks highest in all years except 2006 and 2010, when it ranked 

second among a broad group of peers, as illustrated by Exhibit JJR-6, page 30. 

FPL's performance has translated into real cost savings to its customers each 

year. In 2014 alone, this performance saved customers approximately $1.91 

billion as compared to costs that customers would have incurred ifFPL's non-
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Q. 

A. 

fuel O&M expenses had been merely average (i.e., consistent with the average 

of the companies in the Straight Electric Group). Exhibit JJR-8 presents the 

non-fuel O&M savings that have accrued to FPL customers in comparison to 

each group of comparable companies between 2005 and 2014. 

Please summarize the results of your assessment of the other productive 

efficiency metrics. 

I assessed the following productive efficiency metrics in addition to total non­

fuel O&M expense: 

• Production, Transmission, and Distribution O&M Expense: These 

three expense metrics provide more detailed measures of expense 

control performance to supplement the total non-fuel O&M 

expenses metric. FPL is consistently a high performer in the 

category of Non-Fuel Production O&M Expense per Customer. 

FPL has been in the top quartile of the Straight Electric group each 

year, and the top performer in both the Florida Group and the 

Large Utility Group for eight of the past 10 years. FPL has also 

performed well in controlling Transmission O&M Expenses. In 

addition to the "per customer" and "per MWh" measurement used 

in other metrics, the overall merit-order ranking for Transmission 

O&M also takes into account Transmission O&M expenses per 

mile of transmission line. Lastly, FPL has shown excellence in 

controlling its Distribution O&M expenses. Since 2007, FPL has 

ranked among the best performers in all three comparable groups. 
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• A&G, Customer, and Uncollectible Expenses: FPL is consistently 

a top performer in controlling A&G Expenses. Since 2005, FPL 

has been the top performer in the Florida and Large Utility groups. 

FPL has been in the top quartile in the Straight Electric Utility 

Group each year, and among the top two performers since 2006. 

In terms of controlling customer expenses, FPL is consistently the 

top performer in the Florida Utility group and is consistently in the 

top quartile or the upper end of the second quartile of the Straight 

Electric Group and the Large Utility Group. FPL's control of 

Uncollectible Expenses is consistent with this performance. FPL is 

usually in the top quartile of the Straight Electric Group, and is the 

top performer in both the Florida Utility Group and Large Utility 

Group in all but one year in the last decade. 

• Days Sales Outstanding: In analyzing Days Sales Outstanding, 

which is a measure of the average level of accounts receivable in 

relation to total electricity sales over a year, FPL exhibited mid­

level performance in the Straight Electric and Florida Utility 

Groups and performs in the first or second quartile in the Large 

Utility Group. 

• Labor Efficiency: Labor Efficiency is a combined metric that 

includes Salaries, Wages, Pension and Benefits on a per employee 

and per customer basis, as well as employees per customer. FPL 

has demonstrated consistently strong performance in these areas. 
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Q. 

A. 

FPL is routinely the top performer in the Florida Utility Group and 

has been in the top quartile each year in the Straight Electric 

Group. 

• Gross Asset Base and Additions to Plant: FPL's level of Gross 

Asset Base per customer and per kWh of retail sales has exhibited 

strong performance, ranking in the first quartile in the Straight 

Electric group and among the lowest cost performers in the Florida 

and Large Utility groups throughout the past 10 years. FPL's 

Additions to Plant per new customer has generally been in the first 

quartile of all three comparable groups, indicating that FPL has 

been effective at controlling its costs, despite experiencing 

comparatively higher growth than most other utilities. 

How does FPL compare in the overall rankings for these productive 

efficiency metrics? 

As shown in Exhibit JJR-7, FPL was the top performer in the Florida Utility 

Group and the Large Utility Group each year between 2005 and 2014, and 

among the top two performers in the Straight Electric Group each year. It 

should be noted that these results are "raw" in that they are based entirely on 

the ranking of the performance metrics without consideration of the 

Situational Assessment. 
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Have you considered both the results of your situational assessment and 

your analysis of productive efficiency in your overall benchmarking of 

FPL's performance? 

Yes. Exhibit JJR-9 does just that, combining the productive efficiency 

rankings and the situational assessment rankings. When viewed together, a 

bandwidth around the diagonal line running from the upper left comer to the 

lower right comer (shown in the middle band on the chart) reflects the utilities 

whose productivity is consistent with the challenges identified in the 

situational assessment. The further away (either above or below) a utility's 

performance is from this line, the more exceptional is its performance (either 

exceptionally good or exceptionally poor). As shown in Exhibit JJR-9, FPL's 

performance has been exceptionally good during the study period, and FPL 

outperformed all of its straight electric peers on a basis that considers both 

absolute productivity measures and the relative challenges it faced. 

Did you consider other factors beyond cost in your benchmarking 

analysis of FPL's performance? 

Yes. In looking at economic efficiencies, it is easy to assume that all of the 

companies are created equal in terms of safety, reliability, and other important 

operational standards, but that is not the case. If a utility's management 

decides to launch major service quality initiatives, these initiatives may well 

have attendant costs, but the cost impact may also be off-set by service 

improvement. To examine these issues, I have separately analyzed FPL's 

trends and performance with regard to a set of operational metrics. 
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Has FPL's level of operational performance diminished in any way as a 

result of FPL's cost control activities? 

No. I analyzed a number of operational performance metrics to examme 

FPL's level of performance over time and relative to the industry. These 

results are presented in Exhibit JJR-5. This exhibit presents FPL's 

performance for each of the operational metrics for each year that data were 

available. 

Please describe the operational metrics you examined, and the results of 

this analysis. 

I examined fossil generating plant performance, nuclear generation plant 

performance, and distribution system reliability. The results of this analysis 

are summarized below: 

• Fossil Plant Heat Rate: FPL has improved the heat rate of its fossil 

generation fleet by 12 percent since 2005. The average heat rate of 

FPL's fossil fleet in 2014 was 7,549 Btu/kWh compared to an 

industry average of 9,795 Btu/kWh, which indicates that the 

industry average heat rate is 30 percent less efficient than that of 

FPL's fossil units. At current gas prices, this efficiency advantage 

translates to nearly $430 million in 2014 alone in fuel cost 

. 5 savmgs. 

Calculated based on delivered fuel prices and megawatt hours generated in 2014. For heat rate 
comparisons, I have used ABB's Velocity Suite database of generating units across the United 
States. FPL's heat rate calculation includes all FPL solar and fossil units. For the industry heat 
rate comparison, I eliminated all FPL units, all plants that had no generation in 2014, and any 
plants that had heat rates above 25,000 Btu/kWh. 
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• Fossil Plant Equivalent Availability Factor: FPL's fossil generation 

fleet has consistently outperformed its peers in terms of plant 

availability. In nine of the past 10 years, FPL has been in the top 

quartile when compared to industry peers. In fact, in five of these 

years, FPL's performance was in the top decile or best-in-class.6 

• Fossil Plant Equivalent Forced Outage Rate: FPL's fossil units 

have performed exceptionally well compared to the industry on 

this metric. In nine of the past ten years, FPL has been in the top 

decile or best-in-class when compared to industry peers. 

Throughout this period, FPL's average Equivalent Forced Outage 

Rate fell consistently (indicating improvements on its existing 

strong performance), and averaged just 1.6 percent compared to an 

industry peer average of 7.3 percent. 7 

• Nuclear Plant Capacity Factor: The capacity of FPL's nuclear 

units has fallen below the industry average in recent years. 

However, it is important to note that the dip in FPL's nuclear 

capacity factor in 2012, illustrated on pages four and five of 

Exhibit JJR-5, is largely the result of planned outages for the 

Extended Power Uprate project. As is discussed by Company 

witness Goldstein, FPL has taken considerable steps since 2012 to 

improve the capacity factor of its nuclear units. 

For fossil plant reliability metrics (including Equivalent Availability Factor and Equivalent Forced 

Outage Rate), data comes from the North American Electric Reliability Council ("NERC"). The 

peer group consists of industry NERC-reporting, large, fossil steam and combined cycle fleets 

(typically with greater than 5,000 MW of owned capability). 

Ibid. 
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Nuclear Equivalent Availability Factor: FPL's nuclear 

generation fleet has operated at or close to industry average in four 

of the last eight years. In 2014, FPL's nuclear units had an 

equivalent availability factor of 87.82 percent compared to an 

industry average of90.48 percent. 

• Nuclear Plant Forced Loss Rate: FPL's nuclear forced loss rate, a 

measure of how well important plant equipment is maintained and 

operated, has shown improvement since 2008. FPL's commitment 

to investing in its nuclear generation fleet has resulted in a 

reduction in forced loss rate by approximately one half to 1.9 in 

2014. 

• Nuclear Industrial Safety Accident Rate: The nuclear industrial 

safety accident rate tracks the number of accidents that result in 

lost work time, restricted work, or fatalities per 200,000 work 

hours. FPL has significantly outperformed its peers in this metric 

in five out of the last six years. In 2014, FPL had no industrial 

safety accidents, and its three year average rate was 0.02 compared 

to an industry average of0.05. 

• Distribution System SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAIDI: Compared to 

other Florida investor-owned utilities, FPL is a top performer. 

Measured by SAIDI, which is the best overall reliability indicator 

Nuclear reliability data are not publicly available. I have relied on the Company for data 

pertaining to nuclear Forced Loss Rate, Nuclear Equivalent Availability Factor, and the Nuclear 

Industrial Safety Accident Rate. 
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because it encompasses both SAIFI and CAIDI, FPL has been the 

top performer among Florida investor-owned utilities each year 

from 2006 through 2014. Observing SAIFI, FPL has been the 

highest performer among Florida utilities each year beginning in 

What conclusions have you reached regarding FPL's operational 

performance? 

FPL's superior performance on the productive efficiency benchmarks has not 

occurred at the expense of fossil plant performance or system reliability. As 

in years past, FPL has achieved-above average results, with no concerning 

trend. 

Did you consider any other operational area as you evaluated FPL's 

relative performance? 

Yes. Given concerns over a1r emissions m Florida and nationwide, I 

calculated FPL's approximate level of sulphur dioxide, nitrogen oxides and 

carbon dioxide emissions relative to a peer group. 

How did you compare FPL to other utilities in terms of these air 

emissions? 

I created a dataset of comparable companies whose energy generation was 

within 60 percent (above or below) of FPL's 2014 generation level. Exhibit 

JJR-10 shows that FPL's net generation in 2014 was Ill million MWh. 

There were six utility companies within ±60 percent of FPL's figure (the 

Reliability comparisons are made only to other Florida utilities because of the limitations in the 
data that are publicly available. 
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Industry group). I also separately considered Duke Energy Florida, Gulf 

Power Company, and Tampa Electric Company, the Florida utilities that own 

regulated generation assets. 

FPL emitted an average of 0.48 tons of carbon dioxide emitted per MWh 

compared to a proxy group average of 0.79 tons per MWh. FPL emitted 0.34 

pounds of nitrogen oxides emitted per MWh compared to a proxy group 

average of 1.09 lbs per MWh. In addition, FPL's sulfur dioxide emissions of 

0.15 lbs per MWh are approximately one tenth that of the proxy group, which 

emitted an average of 1.60 lbs of sulfur dioxide per MWh. 10 

FPL's generating stations have a profoundly strong effect on the emissions 

profile ofthe state of Florida. Removing FPL's units from the analysis would 

raise the average carbon intensity of Florida generation (in tons per MWh) by 

approximately 32 percent. Nitrogen oxide emissions per MWh would be 

approximately 64 percent higher, and sulfur dioxide emissions would be 133 

percent higher without the effect of the Company's stations. FPL's 

performance in terms of greenhouse gas emissions is exceptional. 

10 In each of these emissions comparisons, FPL is compared to the generation-weighted average of 

proxy group emissions. 

It should be noted that these figures represent the emissions profile of each company's fossil fleet 

only. With FPL's nuclear generation included, the Company's emissions profile compares even 

more favorably. 
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Are there benefits associated with FPL's commitment to a clean energy 

portfolio that are not reflected in base rates? 

Yes. While FPL's investments in making its fossil-fueled generating portfolio 

significantly more efficient are reflected in FPL's base rates, the savings 

associated with this improved efficiency are ultimately reflected in lower fuel 

and environmental compliance costs, which are recovered through separate 

adjustment clauses. 

What are your conclusions regarding FPL's performance relative to the 

comparable groups? 

FPL has performed very well in comparison to its peers. In particular: 

• FPL has ranked in the top quartile of the 27 companies in the Straight 

Electric Group in every year for the past 10 years and in the top decile for 

the past eight years. 

• FPL has ranked as the top (out of four) Florida utility in each ofthe past 

10 years. 

• FPL has ranked as the top large utility (out of seven) in each of the past 10 

years. 

• The Company has outperformed comparable utilities in productive 

efficiency despite facing significantly greater situational challenges 

compared to its peers in the industry. 
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VI. CONCLUSION 

What are your conclusions? 

FPL has demonstrably superior performance in many areas of financial and 

operational efficiency, which provides customers significant savings as 

compared with average performance. These benefits are the result of focused 

efforts by the Company and are enhanced by FPL's strong operational record. 

Macro-economic trends in the CPI-U and PPI, as well as labor and material 

costs, have put enormous cost pressures on FPL. FPL has done an exceptional 

job of controlling costs and achieving high levels of service to its customers, 

even in the face of these economic drivers over which it has little or no 

control. 

Does this conclude your direct testimony? 

Yes. 
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Potomac Electric Power Company 3/99 Potomac Electric Power Docket No. 945 Di,·estirure of Gen. 

5/99 Company Assets & Purchase Power 

7/99 Contracts 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

Safe r !arbor Water Power Corp. 8/82 Safe l larbor Water Power Wholesale Electric Rate 

Corp. Increase 

\'(!estern Gas Interstate Company 5/84 Western Gas Interstate Docket No. RP84-77 Load Pest. Working 

Companv Capital 

CoNCENTRIC E1 ERGY ADVISORS, l r C. 
P t\GE 2 



SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT 

Southern Union Gas 4/87 121 Paso Natural Gas 

5/87 Company 

Connecticut Natural Gas 11/87 Penn-York l~nergy 

Corporation 

r~[i\X ;'\Iagnesium 12/88 Questar Pipeline Company 

1/89 

Western Gas l nterstare Company 6/89 Western Gas Interstate 
Company 

1\ ssociated CD Customers 12/89 CNG Transmission 

Utah Industrial Group 9/90 Qucstar Pipeline Company 

Iroquois Gas Trans. System 8/90 Iroquois Gas Transmission 

System 

Boston Edison Company 1/91 Boston Edison Company 

Cincinnati Gas and Electric Co., 7/9 1 Texas Gas Transmission 

Union Light, Corp. 

Heat and Power Company, 
Lawrenceburg Gas Companv 

Ocean State Power ll 7/9 1 Ocean State Power l1 

Brooklyn Union/PSE&G 7/91 Texas Eastern 

Northern Distributor Group 9/92 Northern Natural Gas 

11/92 Company 

CONCENTRI C E1 ERG Y i\l)VISORS, l 1 C. 

DOCKET NO. 

Docket No. RP87-
16-000 
Docket No. RP87-
78-000 
D ocket No. RP88-
93-000 

Docker No. RP89-
179-000 

Docket No. RP88-
211 -000 
Docket No. RP88-
93-000, Phase U 
Docket No. CP89-
634-000/001; CP89-
815-000 
Docket No. l ~R91-

243-000 
Docker No. RP90-
104-000, RP88-115-
000, 
RP90- 192-000 
ER89-563-000 

RP88-67, et al 

R P92-1-000, er al 

SUBJECT 

Take-or-Pay Costs 

Cost Allocation/ Rate 
Design 
Cost Allocation/Rate 
Design 

Cost J\llocation/Rate 
Design, Open-Access 
Transportation 
Cost J\ !location/Rate 
D esign 
Cost Allocation/ Rate 
Design 
Gas Markets, Rate 
Design, Cost of Capital, 
Capital Structure 
EJcctric Generation 
Markets 
Cos t J\llocation/Rate 
Design Comparability of 
Service 

Competitive Market 
Analysis, Self-dealing 
iV(arkcr Power, 
Comparability of Service 

Cosr of Service 

P AGE3 
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SPONSOR D ATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

Canadian Association of Petroleum 10/ 92 Lakehead Pipe Line Co. L.P. 1 S92-27 -000 Cost Allocation, Race 

Producers and 1\lberra Pet. ;\[arketing 7/97 Design 

Comm. 
Colonial Gas, Providence Gas 7/93 i\lgonquin Gas Transmission RP93-14 Cost Allocation, Rate 

8/93 Design 

I roquois Gas Transmission 94 Iroquois Gas Transmission RP94-72-000 Cost of Service and Rate 
Design 

Transco Customer Group 1/ 94 Transcontinental Gas Docket No. RP92- Rate D esign, Firm to 

Pipeline Corporation 137-000 Wellhead 

Pacific Gas Transmission 2/94 Pacific Gas Transmission Docket No. RP94- Rolled-In vs. Incremental 

3/95 149-000 Rates, Rale Design 

Tennessee GSR Group 1/95 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Docket Nos. RP93- GSR Costs 

3/95 Company 151-000, RP94-39-

1/96 000, RP94-197-000, 
RP94-309-000 

PG&E and SoCal Gas 8/96 El Paso Natural Gas R P92-18-000 Stranded Costs 

9/96 Company 

Iroquois Gas Transmission System, L.P. 97 Iroquois Gas Transmission RP97 -126-000 Cost of Service, Rate 

System, L.P. Design 

BEC Energy - Commonwealth Energy 2/99 Boston Edison Company/ EC99-33-000 Market Power Analysis -

Svstcm Commonwealth Energy Merger 

System 

Central Hudson Gas & Electric, 10/00 Central Hudson Gas & Docket No. EC01-7- Market Power 203/205 

Consolidated Co. of New York, tagara Electric, Consolidated Co. of 000 Filing 

Mohawk Power Corporation, Dynegy New York, iagara .\foha\\'k 

Power Inc. Power Corporation, Dynegy 
Power Inc. 

\X'yckoff Gas Storage 12/02 \X1vckoff Gas Storage CP03-33-000 Need for Storage Project 

CONCJ~:-:TRIC El'-ERGY ADVISOR ·, 1:-:c. PAGE4 



SPONSOR D ATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

Indicated Shippers/ Producers 10/ 03 Northern Natural Gas Docket No. RP98- Ad Valorem Tax 
39-029 Treatment 

Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline 6/04 i\faririmes & t\!orrheasr D ocket No. RP04- Rolled- ln Rates 
Pipeline 360-000 

lSO New England 8/04 ISO New England D ocket No. E R03- Cost of New Entry 

2/05 563-030 
Transwestern Pipeline Company, LLC 9/06 Transwesrern Pipeljne D o cket No. RP06-

Company, IL C 614-000 

Po rtland Natu ral Gas Transmission 6/08 Po rtland Natural Gas D ocket No. RP08- Market 1\ ssessment, 

System Transmission System 306-000 Natural Gas 
T ransportation, Rate 
Setting 

Portland Narural Gas Transmission 5/10 Portland Natural Gas D ocket No. RP10- Business llisks, 

System 3/ 11 Transmission System 729-000 Extraordinary and Non-
4/ 11 recurring Events 

Pertaining to 

Discretionary Re,•enues 

Morris Energy 7/10 .\lorris Energy Docket No. RPl O- Affida,·ir re: Impact of 
79-000 Preferential Rate 

Gulf South Pipeline l0/14 GulfSouth Pipeline Docket No. RP15- Business risk, Rate 
65-000 D esign 

BNP Paribas Energy Trailing, GP 3/ 15 Transcontinental Gas Pipe D ocket No. RP06- Regulatory Policy, 

South Jersey Resource Group, LLC Line Corporation 569-008 and RP07- incremental Rates, 
376-005 Stacked Rate 

Florida Public Service Commission 
Florida Power and Ught Co. 10/07 Florida Power & Light Co. D ocket No. 070650- Need for New Nuclear 

EI Plant 

(O~CE:-\TRIC E:-..ERGY ADVISORS, l~C. PAGES 



SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

Florida Power and Light Co. 5/08 Florida Power & Light Co. Docket No. 080009- New Nuclear Cost 
El Recovery, Prudence 

Florida Power and Light Co. 3/09 Florida Power & Light Co. I>ocketNo.080677- Benchmarking in 
EI Support of ROE 

Florida Power and Lighr Co. 3/09 Florida Power & Light Co. Docker No. 090009- New Nuclear Cost 

5/09 EI Recovery, Prudence 

8/09 
Florida Power and Light Co. 3/10 Florida Power & Light Co. Docket No. I 00009- New Nuclear Cost 

5/10 El Recovery, Prudence 

8/10 
Florida Power and Light Co. 3/11 Florida Power & l.ight Co. D ocket No. 110009- New Nuclear Cost 

7/1 1 EI Recovery, Prudence 

Florida Power and Light Co. 3/12 Florida Power & Light Co. Docket No. 120009- New Nuclear Cost 
7/12 EI Recovery, Prudence 

Plorida Power and Light Co. 3/12 Florida Power & Light Co. I>ocker No. 1200 I 5- Benchmarking in Support 

8/12 El of ROE 

Florida Power and Light Co. 3/13 Florida Power & Light Co. Docket No. 130009 New Nuclear Cost 

7/13 Recovery, Prudence 

Plorida Power and Light Co. 3/14 Florida Power & Light Co. Docket No. 140009 New Nuclear Cost 
Recovery, Prudence 

Florida Power and r .ighr Co. 3/15 Plorida Power & Light Co. Docket No. 150009 New Nuclear Cost 

8/15 Reco\·ery, Prudence 

Florida Senate Committee on Commu nication, Energy and Utilities 

rlorida Power and Light Co. 2/09 Florida Power & Light Co. Securitization 

COl\.CE~TRIC E~r.RGY t\0\'ISORS, II'\ C. P.\GE6 



SPONSOR D ATE CASE/ Al>PLJCANT DOCKET N O. SUBJECT 

H awai'i Public U tility Commiss ion 

ll awaiian Electric I .ight Company, Inc. 6/00 Hawaiian Electric Light D ocker No. 99-0207 Standby Charge 

(f lELCO) Company, Inc. 

NextEra Energy, I nc. 4/15 Hawaiian Electric Company, D ocker No. 2015- Merger Application 

l lawaiian Electric Companies 8/15 Inc.; Hawaii Electric Light 0022 
10/15 Company, Inc., Maui Electric 

Company, Ltd ., ext Era 
Energy, Inc. 

Illinois Commerce Commission 

Rcnewablcs Suppuers (Algonquin 3/14 Renewables Suppliers D ocket No. 13-0546 1\ppucation for Rehearing 

Power Co., EDP Renewables orth and Reconsideration, 

America, lnvenergy, exrEra I ~nergy Long-term Purchase 

Resources) Power Agreements 

\X'E Energies Corporation 8/14 WE Energies/lnregrys Docker No. 14-0496 i\ lerger Application 

12/ 14 
2/15 

Indian a U tility Regulatory Commission 

Northern Indiana Publi c Service 10/01 Northern Indiana Pubuc Cause No. 41746 Valuation of Electric 

Companv Serv ice Company Generating Faciuties 

Northern Indiana Public Service 01/08 Northern Indiana Public Cause No. 43396 1\ sst:L Valuation 

Company 03/08 Service Company 

Northern indiana P ublic Service 08/08 Northern Indiana Public Cause No. 43526 Fai r Market Value 

Company Service Company t\sscssment 

Indianapolis Power & Light Company 12/14 Indianapolis Power & Light Cause No. 44576 Asset Valuation 

Company 

CONCE~TRIC ENERGY ADVlSORS, I NC. PAGE7 



SPONSOR D ATE CASE/ APPUCANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

Iowa Utilides Board 

Interstate Power and Light 7/ 05 Interstate Power and Light Docket No. SPU-05- Sale of Nuclear Plant 

and FPL Energy Duane 15 

Arnold , LLC 

Interstate Power and Light 5/ 07 City of Everly, Iowa Oockel No. SPU-06- Municipalization 

5 

Interstate Power and Light 5/07 Ciry o f Kalona, Iowa Docket No. SPU-06- Municipalizatio n 

6 

Interstate Power and l .ight 5/07 City of Wellman, iowa D ocker No. SPU 06- ·Municipalization 

10 

Interstate Power and Light 5/07 City o f Terril, Iowa Docker No. SPU-06- ~ [u nicipalizatio n 

8 

interstate Power and Light 5/07 City of Rolfe, Iowa Docket No. SPU-06- Municipali%ation 

7 

Maine Public Utility Commission 

Northern Utilities 5/ 96 Granite State and PNGTS D ocket No. 95-480, Transportation Service 

95-481 and PBR 

Maryland Public Service Commission 

J ~as talco r\luminum 3/ 82 Potomac Edison Docket No. 7604 Cost Allocation 

Potomac I ~ lecrric Power Company 8/ 99 Potomac Electric Power Docker No. 8796 Stranded Cosr & Price 

Company Protection 

M ass. D epartment of Public U tilities 

F laverhill Gas 5/ 82 Haverhill Gas Docket No. DPU Cost o f Capital 

#1115 

New England Energy Group 1/ 87 Commission Investigation G as Transportation Rates 

PAGE 8 



SPONSOR D ATE CASE/ APPLICANT 

l::nergy Consortium of Mass. 9/87 Commonwealth Gas 
Company 

l'v[ass. institute of Technology 12/88 Middleton Municipal Ught 

Energy Consortium of ~lass . 3/89 Boston Gas 
PG&E Bechtel Generating Co./ 10/91 Commission Investigation 

Constellation Holdings 

Coalition of Non-Utility Generators Cambridge Electric Light Co. 
& Commonwealth Electric 
Co. 

The Berkshire Gas Company 5/92 The Berkshire Gas Company 

Essex County Gas Company Essex County Gas Company 
Fitchburg Gas and Elcc. Light Co. fi tchburg Gas & Elcc. I .ight 

Co. 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 Boston Edison 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 The Williams/Newcorp 

Generating Co. 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 West Lynn Cogeneration 

Boston Edison Company 7/92 I .'Energia Corp. 
Boston Edison Compan}' 7/92 DLS E nergy, Inc. 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 CJ\ IS Generation Co. 
Boston Edison Company 7/92 Concord Energy 

The Berkshire Gas Company 11 /93 The Berkshire Gas Company 
Colonial Gas Company Colonial Gas Company 
Essex County Gas Company Essex County Gas Company 
Fitchburg Gas and Electric Company Fitchburg Gas and Electric 

Co. 

Co~cE~TRic E~ERGY ,\ovtsoR , INc. 

D OCKET NO. 

Docket No. DPU-
87-122 
DPU #88-91 

DPU #88-67 
DPU #91-131 

DPU 91 -234 
EFSC 91 -4 

DPU #92-154 

DPU #92-130 
DPU #92- 146 

DPU #92-142 
DPU #92-167 
DPU #92-153 
DPU #92-166 
DPU #92-144 
DPU #93-187 

SUBJECT 

Cost Allocation/Rate 
Design 
Cost Allocation/Rate 
Design 
Rate D esign 
Valuation of 
Emironmenral 
Externalities 
Integrated Resource 
Management 

Gas Purchase Contract 
Approval 

Least Cost Planning 
RFP Evaluation 

RFP Evaluation 
RFP Evaluation 
RPP £ ,·aluation 
RFP Evaluation 
RFP Evaluation 
Gas Purchase Contract 
Approval 
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SPONSOR D ATE C ASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. S UBJECT 

Bay State Gas Company 10/93 Bay State Gas Company D ocket No. 93-129 Integrated Resource 
Planning 

Boston Edison Company 94 Boston J ~dison DPU #94-49 Surplus Capacity 
Hudson Light & Power Department 4/95 II udson l.ight & Power DPU #94-176 Stranded Costs 

Dept. 
Essex County Gas Company 5/ 96 Essex Count\' Gas Company Docket No. 96-70 Unbundled R~ucs 
Boston Edison Company 8/97 Boston J ~dison Company D.P.U. No. 97-63 l lolding Company 

Corporate Structure 
Berkshire Gas Company 6/98 Berksh ire Cas Mergeco Gas D.T.E. 98-87 Merger Approval 

Co. 
Eastern Edison Company 8/98 Monraup Electric Company D.T.E. 98-83 Marketing for Divestiture 

of irs Generation 
Business 

Boston Edison Company 98 Boston J-.:dison Company D.T.E . 97-113 Fossil Generation 
Oi"estirure 

Bosron Edison Company 2/99 Boston Edison Company D.T.E. 98-119 Nuclear Generation 
Di,•estiture 

Eastern Edison Compan\' 12/98 l\lomaup l ~ l ectric Company D.T.E. 99-9 Sale of Nuclear Plant 
NSrar 9/07 NStar, Bay State Gas, DPU 07-50 Decoupljng, Risk 

12/07 f-itchburg G&E, 1 E Gas, \X'. 
M1\ J £1ectric 

NStar 6/11 NStar, Northeast Utilities DPU 10-170 Merger Approval 

Mass. E nergy F acilities Siting Council 
Mass. Institute ofTechnology 1/ 89 M.M.W.E.C. EFSC-88-1 Least-Cost Plannjng 
Boston Edison Company 9/90 BostOn l ~dison EFSC-90-12 I ~Jectric Generatjon 

Markets 

COt'-.Cl!.~TRIC E:"\.ERGY t\0\'ISORS, 11'\C. PAGE10 



SPONSO R DATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 
Siker City Energy Ltd. Partnership 11 / 91 Silver Ciry Energy D.P.U. 91-100 State Policies, Need for 

Facility 

Michigan Public Service Commission 
D etroit Edison Company 9/ 98 Detroit l ~dison Company Case No. U-11726 Market Value of 

Generation Assets 
Consumers Energy Company 8/06 Consumers I ~nergy Company Case 0. U-14992 Sale of Nuclear Plant 

1/07 
WE I ~n ergies 12/11 Wisconsin Electric Power Co Case No. U-16830 Economic 

Benefits/Prudence 
Consumer I ·:nergy Company 6/13 Consumers Energy Company Case No. U-17429 Certificate of Need, 

lmegrated Resource Plan 
\X!E Energies 08/14 \X'E Energies/ lntegrys Case No. U-17682 Merger Application 

03/ 15 

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
Xccl Energy/No. States Power 9/04 Xccl Energy/No. Stares Docket No. t'\RG 1 mpacrs 

Power G002/ GR-04- 1511 
Interstate Power and Light 8/ 05 Interstate Power and Light D ocket ~o. Sale of Nuclear Plant 

and FPL Energy Duane E001 / PA-05-1272 
Arnold, LLC 

Northern States Power Company 11 / OS Northern States Power Docket No. NRG Impacts on Debt 
d/ b/ a Xccl Energy Companv E002/ GR-05-1428 Costs 
Northern States Power Company 09/ 06 NSP v. I ~xcelsior D ocket No. PPA, Financial Impacts 
d/ b/ a Xcel Energy 10/ 06 E6472/M-05-1993 

11/06 
Northern States Power Company 11/06 Northern States Power Docket No. Retu rn o n Equi ty 
d/b/a Xccl Energy Company G002/ GR-06-1429 

COi\CI ·.:-.:TRIC E'\.I ·.RGY J\IWTSORS, I~c. PAGE 11 



SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

Northern States Power 11/08 Northern States Power Docket No. Return on Equity 

05/09 Company E002/GR-08-1065 

Northern States Power 11/09 Northern States Power Docket No. Return on Equity 

6/10 Company G002/GR-09-1153 

Northern States Power 11 / 10 Northern States Power Docket No. Return on Equity 

5/11 Company E002/ GR-1 0-971 

Missouri Public Service Commission 

Missouri Gas Energy 1/03 Missouri Gas Rners.,ry Case No. G R-2001- Gas Purchasing Practices, 

04/03 382 Prudence 

Aquila Networks 2/04 r\quila-~[PS, Aquila L&P Case Nos. E R-2004- Cost of Capital, Capital 

0034 Structure 

HR-2004-0024 

Aquila Networks 2/04 1\quila- t\H)S, Aquila L&P Case No. GR-2004- Cost of CapiraJ, Capital 

0072 Structure 

Missouri Gas Energy 11 /05 Missouri Gas l ~ncrgy Case Nos. GR-2002- Capacity Planning 

2/06 348 

7/06 GR-2003-0330 

Missouri Gas Energy 11 / 10 KCP&T. Case No. ER-2010- Natural Gas DSM 

1/11 0355 

Missouri Gas Energy 11 /10, KCP&L Gi\£0 Case No. ER-2010- ~aruraJ Gas DS1\I 

1/ 11 0356 

Laclede Gas Company 5/11 l.aclede Gas Company Case No. CG-2011- Affiliate Pricing Standards 

0098 

Union Electric Company d/b/ a 2/12 Union Electric Company Case 1\:o. ER-2012- ROE, Earnings Attrition, 

Amercn Missouri 8/12 0166 Regulatory Lag 

Union Electric Company d/b/a 08/14 Noranda Aluminum lnc. Case No. EC-2014- Ratemaking, Regulatory 

Ameren Missouri 0223 and Economic Policy 

Cm, CENTRI C El'\ERGY ADVISORS, 1 C. 
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SPONSOR D ATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

Union Electric Company d/ b/ a 1/ 15 Union Electric Company Case No. ER-2014- Re,·cnue Requirements, 

t\meren l\ fissouri 2/ 15 0258 Ratemaking Policies 

M on tana Public Service Commission 
Grear Falls Gas Company 10/82 Great falls Gas Company D ocket No. 82-4-25 Gas Race Adjustment 

Clause 

N at. E n ergy Board of Can ada 
Alberta-North east 2/87 Alberta Northeast Gas Docket No. G f l-1- Gas Export Markets 

Expon Project 87 

Alberta-Northeast 11/87 TransCanac.la Pipeline Docket No. Gfl -2- Gas Export Markets 
87 

1\ lberta-Norrheast 1/90 TransCanada Pipeline D ocket No. Gll -5- Gas Export l\ larkets 
89 

Indep. Pe troleum Association of 1/ 92 Interprovincial Pipe Line, RH-2-91 Pipeline Valuation, Toll 

Canada Inc. 
The Canadian Association of Petroleum 11 / 93 Transmo untain Pipe Line RH-1-93 Cost of Capital 

Producers 
t\Jliance Pipeline L.P. 6/ 97 Alliance Pipeline L.P. GH-3-97 Market Srudv 

7\ laritimes & Northeast Pipeline 97 Sable Offshore Energy GH-6-96 ~ [arkct Study 
Project 

Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline 2/ 02 Maritimes & Northeast GH-3-2002 Narural Gas Demand 
Pipeline Analysis 

TransCanada Pipelines 8/ 04 TransCanada P ipelines RH-3-2004 Toll Design 

Brunswick Pipeline 5/06 Brunswick Pipeline GH-1-2006 Market Study 

TransCanada Pipelines Ltd. 12/06 TransCanada Pipelines Ltd.: RH-1 -2007 Toll D esign 

04/07 G ros Cacouna Receipt Point 
Application 

Co :-:CENTRIC E~b.RGY ADVISORS, 1:\C. 



SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

Repsol Energy Canada l ~td 3/08 Repsol Energy Canada Ltd GH-1 -2008 Market Study 

Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline 7/10 tv1aritimes & Northeast RH-4-2010 Regulatory PoJjcy, Toll 
Pipeline D evelopment 

TransCanada Pipelines Ltd 9/11 TransCanada Pipelines Ltd. RH-3-2011 Business Services and 

5/12 Toils Application 

Trans ~ loumain Pipeline LLC 6/12 Trans Mountain Pipeline RH-1-2012 Toll D esign 

1/ 13 LLC 
T ransCanada Pipelines Ltd 8/13 TransCanada Pipelines Ltd RE-001-2013 Toll Design 

NOV A Gas Transmission Ltd 11/13 NOVA G as Transmission OF-Fac-Gas-N08l - Toll Design 

Ltd 2013-10 01 

Trans ·Mountain Pipeline LLC 12/13 Trans Mountain Pipeline OF-Fac-Oil-T260- Economic and Financial 

LLC 2013-03 01 Feasibility and Project 
Benefits 

Energy East Pipeline Ltd. 10/14 Energy East Pipeline Economjc and financial 
feasibility and Project 
Benefits 

New Brunswick Energy and Utilities Board 

Atlantic Wallboard/JD lrving Co 1/08 Enbridge Gas New MCTN #298600 Rate Setting fo r I ~GNB 
Brunswick 

Arlantic \X1allboard/Fiakeboard 09/09 Enbridge Gas New N BEUB 2009-017 Rate Setting for 1 ~GNB 

6/10 Brunswick 
7/ 10 

,\ tlantic \'\'allboard/Fiakeboard 1/ 14 Enbridge Gas New NBEUB Maner 225 Rate Setting fo r EGNB 
Brunswick 

Co;:-.;cEt'\TRIC ENERGY AO\'ISORS, 1::-.:c. Pt\GE14 



SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT DoCKET NO. SUBJECT 

NH Public Utilities Commission 

Bus & Industry Association 6/89 P.S. Co. of New Hampshire Docket No. DR89- Fuel Costs 

091 

Bus & lndustrv Association 5/90 ~orthcasr Utilities Docket No. DR89- Merger & ;\ cquisition 

244 Issues 

I ~astern Utili ties Associates 6/90 Eastern Utilities Associates Docket No. DF89- Merger & Acquisition 

085 Issues 

EnergyNorth 0:atural Gas 12/90 EnergyNorth Natural Gas Docker No. D E90- Gas Purchasing Practices 

166 

EnergyNorth Natural Gas 7/90 EnergyNorth Natural Gas Dockel No. DR90- Special Contracts, 

187 Discounted Rates 

Northern Utilities, lnc. 12/ 91 Commission Investigation Docket No. DR91- Generic Discounred 

172 Rates 

Public Service Co. of New Hampshire 7/14 Public Service Co. ofNH Docket No. DE 11- Prudence 

250 

Public Service Co. of New Hampshire 7/15 Public Service Co. of NH Docket No. 14-238 Resrrucruring and Rate 

11/15 Stabi lization 

New J ersey Board of Public Utilities 

I Jilton/Golden Nugget 12/83 Atlantic J ~lectric B.P.U. 832-154 Line Extension Policies 

Golden Nugget 3/87 Atlantic Electric B.P.U. No. 837-658 Line Extension Policies 

New Jersey Natural Gas 2/89 New Jersey Natural Gas B.P.U. GR89030335J Cost Allocation/Rate 
Design 

New Jersey Natural Gas 1/91 New Jersey Natural Gas B.P.U. GR90080786J Cost Allocation/Rate 
Design 

New Jersey Natural Gas 8/91 New Jersey Natural Gas B.P.U. GR91081393J Rate Design, \\'eather 
Normalization Clause 

CONCENTRIC ENERGY ADVISORS, 1;:-.:c. PAGElS 



SPONSOR D ATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

0!ew Jersey ~arural Gas 4/ 93 New Jersey Nantral Gas B.P.U. GR93040114J Cost Allocation / Rate 
Design 

South Jersey Gas 4/ 94 South Jersey Gas BRC D ock No. Revised Levclized Gas 
GR080334 Adjustment 

New Jersey Utili ties Association 9/ 96 Commission investigation BPU A.,'\.96070530 PBO P Cost Recovery 

Morris I ~nergr Group 11/09 Public Service Electric & Gas BPU GR 09050422 Discriminatory Rates 

New Jersey American Water Co. 4/10 New J ersey Ameri can Water BPU WR 1040260 Tariff Rates and 
Co. Revisions 

Electric Customer Group 1/ 11 Generic Stakeholder BPU GR10100761 Natural 
Proceed ing and ER10100762 Gas Ratcmaking 

Standards and pricing 

New Mexico Public Service Commission 
Gas Company of New Mexico 11 / 83 Public Sen· icc Co. of New D ocket No. 1835 Cost Allocation/ Rate 

Mexico Design 

Southwestern Public Service Co., Ne\\' 12/ 12 SPS New ~lcxico Case No. 12-00350- Rate Case, Return on 
Mexico UT Equity 

PN~I Resources 12/ 13 Public Sen•ice Co. ofNcw Case ~o. 13-00390- Nuclear Valuation/ In 
10/14 ~ lexico t..;T Support of Stipulation 
12/ 14 

New York P ublic Service Commission 
Troguois Gas Transmission 12/ 86 Iroquois Gas Transmission Case No. 70363 Gas Markets 

System 
Brooklyn Union Gas Company 8/ 95 Brooklyn Union Gas Case No. 95-6-0761 Panel on Lndustry 

Company Directions 

CONCE1 TRIC EN ERGY ADYlSORS, I~C. 



SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT 
Central Hudson, ConEdison and 9/00 Central I Judson, Conl ~dison 

iagara 1\Iohawk and iagara Mohawk 

Central Hudson, New York State 5/01 Joint Petition of Ni~lo, 
Electric & Gas, Rochester Gas & t YSEG, RG&E, Central 
Electric Hudson, Constellation and 

Nine Mile Point 
Rochester Gas & Electric 12/03 Rochester Gas & E lectric 
Rochester Gas & E lectric 01/04 Rochester Gas & E lectric 

Rochester Gas and Electric and NY 2/ 10 Rochester Gas & Electric 
State Electric & Gas Corp NY State Electric & Gas 

Corp 

Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board 
Nova Scotia Power 9/12 Nova Scotia Power 
Nova Scotia Power 8/14 Nova Scotia Power 

Oklahoma Corporation Commission 
Oklahoma Natural Gas Company 6/98 Oklahoma Natural Gas 

Companv 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 9/05 Oklahoma Gas & Electric 

Company 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 03/08 Oklahoma Gas & Electric 

Company 

CONCENTlUC E t ERGY 1\DVISORS, I NC. 

DOCKET NO. 

Case No. 96-E-0909 
Case Jo. 96-E-0897 
Case To. 94-E-0098 
Case No. 94-E-0099 
Case No. 01-E-0011 

Case No. 03-E-1231 
Case No. 03-1~-0765 
Case o. 02-E -0198 
Case No. 03-E-0766 
Case No. 09-E-0715 
Case No. 09-E-0716 
Case i o. 09- E-0717 
Case No. 09-E-0718 

Docket No. P-893 
Docket No. P-887 

Case PUD No. 
980000177 
Cause No. PUD 
200500151 
Cause No. PUD 
200800086 

SUBJECT 

Section 70, i\ppwval of 
r ew Facilities 

Section 70, Rebuttal 
Testimony 

Sale of Nuclear Plant 
Sale of Nuclear Plant; 
Ratemaking Treatment of 
Sale 
Depreciation policy 

Audit Reply 
Audit Reply 

Storage Issues 

Prudence of McLain 
Acquisition 
Acquisition of Redbud 
Generating racility 
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SPONSOR D ATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

Oklahoma Gas & E lectric Company 08/14 Oklahoma Gas & Electric Cause No. PUD Integrated Resource Plan 

01/15 Company 201400229 

Ontario Energy Board 

Market Hub Partners Canada, L.P. 5/06 Natural Gas Electric file No. EB-2005- Market-based Rates For 

Interface Roundtable 0551 Scora_ge 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 

ATOC 4/95 Equitrans Docket No. R- Rate Design, Unbundling 

00943272 

KfOC 3/96 Equitrans D ocket No. P- Rate Design, Unbundling 

4/96 00940886 

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission 

Newport Electric 7/81 ~ewporr Electric Docket No. 1599 Rate Attrition 

South County Gas 9/82 South County Gas Docket No. 1671 Cost of CaE_ital 

New England Energy Group 7/86 Providence Gas Company Docket No. 1844 Cost Allocation/Rate 
Design 

Providence Gas 8/88 Providence Gas Company Docket No. 1914 Load forecast, Least-
Cost Planning 

Providence Gas Company and The 1/01 Providence Gas Company Docket No. 1673 and Gas Cost Mitigation 

Valley Gas Company 3/02 and The Valley Gas 1736 trategy 

Company 

The New England Gas Company 3/03 New England Gas Company Docket No. 3459 Cost of Capital 

Texas Public Utility Commission 

Southwestern I ~lectri c 5/83 Southwestern Electric Cost of Capital, C\'<' lP 
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 
P. U.C. General Counsel 11/90 Texas UtiEties Electric D ocket No. 9300 Gas Purchasing Practices, 

Company Prudence 
Oncor Electric D elivery Company 8/ 07 Oncor Elecu·ic Delivery Docket No. 34040 Regulatory Policy, Rate of 

Company Return, Return of Capital 
and Consolidated Tax 
1\ djustment 

Oncor Electric Delivery Company 6/ 08 Oncor Electric Delivery Docket No.35717 Regulatory policy 
Company 

Oncor E lectric Delivery Company 10/08 Oncor, TCC, TNC, ETr , Docket No. 35665 Competitive Renewable 
11/08 LCRA TSC, Sharyland, E nergy Zone 

STEC, TNMP 
CenterPoint Energy 6/ 10 CenterPoint Docket No. 38339 Regulatory Policy, Risk, 

10/ 10 Energy/ Houston Electric Consolidated Taxes 
Oncor Electric Delivery Company 1/ 11 Oncor Electric DcJi,·ery Docket No. 38929 Regulatory Policy, Risk 

Company 
Cross Texas Transmission 08/ 12 Cross Texas Transmission Docket No. 40604 Return on E<.Juiry 

11 / 12 
Southwestern Public Service 11/12 Southwestern Public Service Docket No. 40824 Return on l ~quity 
Lone Star Transmission 5/14 Lone Star Transmission D ocket No. 42469 Return on Equity, Debt, 

Cost of Capital 
CenterPoint Energy I lousron Electric, 6/ 15 CenterPoint Energy llouston Docket No. 44572 Distribution Cost 
LLC Electric, LLC RecoYef)' Facror 
Texas Railroad Commission 
Western Gas Interstate Company 1/ 85 Southern Union Gas Docket 5238 Cost of Service 

Company 
1\ tmos Pipeline Texas 9/ 10 Atmos Pipeljne Texas GUO 10000 Ratemakjng Policy, risk 

1 I 11 
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SPONSOR D ATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

T exas State L egislature 
CenterPoint Energy 4/13 Association of E lectric SB 1364 Consolidated Tax 

Companies of Texas Adjusrment Clause 
Legislation 

Utah Public Service Commission 
AMAX Magnesium 1/88 Mountain Fuel Supply Case No. 86-057-07 Cost Allocation/Rate 

Company Design 
AMAX Magnesium 4/ 88 Utah P&L/Pacific P&L Case No. 87-035-27 Merger & i\cquisition 
Utah Industrial Group 7/90 Mountain Fuel Supply Case No. 89-057-15 Gas Transportation Rates 

8/90 
~'{Magnesium 9/90 Utah Power & Light Case No. 89-035-06 Energy Balancing 

Account 
AMAX Magnesium 8/90 Utah Power & Light Case No. 90-035-06 Electric Service Priorities 
Questar Gas Company 12/ 07 Questar Gas Company Docket No. 07-057- Benchmarking in Support 

13 of RO E 

Vermont Public Service Board 
Green Mountain Power 8/ 82 Green Mountain Power Docket No. 4570 Rate Attdtion 
Green Mountain Power 12/ 97 Green Mountain Power Docket No. 5983 Cost of Service 
G reen Mountain Power 7/98 Green Mountain Power Docket No. 6107 Rate Development 

9/00 
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SPONSOR D ATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 
Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
WEC & \X'ICOR 11 / 99 \X'EC Docker No. 9401- Approval ro Acquire the 

Y0-100 Stock of WlCOR • 
Docket 0 . 9402-
Y0-101 

Wisconsin E lectric Power Company 1/ 07 Wisconsin E lectric Power Docket No. 6630-El- SaJe of Nuclear Plant 
Co. 113 

\'('isconsin Electric Power Company 10/09 \\'isconsin l ~ lcctric Power Docket No. 6630- CPCN Appljcation for 
Co. CE-302 \XIind Project 

Northern States Power Wisconsin 10/13 Xccl Energy (elba Northern Docket No. 4220- Puel Cost Adjustments 
States Power \\' isconsin) UR-119 

Wisconsin Electric Power Company 11 / 13 Wisconsin I ~lectric Power Docket No. 6630-FR- Fuel Cost Adjustment 
Co. 104 

WE J ~ncrgy 8/ 14 WE Energy/ lntegrys Docket No. 9400- Merger Approval 
1/ 15 Y0-100 
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

American Arbitration Association 

;\ lichael Polsky 3/91 i\I. Polskv YS. lndeck Corporate Valuation, 

L ~nergy Damages 

ProGas Limited 7/92 ProGas umited V . Texas Gas Contract 

Eastern Arbitration 

i\ ttala Generating Company 12/03 Attala Generating Co v. Case o . 16-Y-198- Power Project 

AttaJa Energy Co. 00228-03 Valuation, Breach of 

Contract, Damages 

Nevada Power Company 4/08 Nevada Power v. Nevada Power Purchase 

Cogeneration Assoc. #2 Agreement 

Scnsata Technologies, Inc./EMS 1/ 11 Sensata Technologies, Case No. 11 -198-Y- Change in Usage 

Engineered i\ [aterials Solutio ns, LLC lnc. / I ~MS Engineered 00848-10 Dispute/ Damages 

i\Iaterials Solu tions, LLC ' ' · 
Pepco Energy Services 

Commonwealth of Massachu setts, Appellate Tax Board 

NStar E lectric Company 8/1 4 N Star Electric Company Valuation l\lechodology 

Western i\[assachusem Electric Company 2/16 \\'estern Massachusetts Docket No. 31 5550 Valuation Methodology 

Electric Company v. Board Docket 0 . 319349 

of Assessors of The City of 

Springfield 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Suffolk Superior Court 

John Hancock 1/84 Trinity Church v. John C.A. No. 4452 Damages Quantification 

Hancock 

Co:-..cE~TRIC E~ERGY AD\'ISORS, l~c. 
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

State of Colorado Dis trict Court, County of Garfield 
Questar Corporation, et al 11/00 Questar Corporation, et al. Case No. OOCV129- Partnership Fiduciary 

t\ Duties 

State of Delaware, Court of Chancery, New Castle County 
WilmingtOn Trust Company 11 / 05 Calpine Corporation vs. C.r\. No. 1669-N Bond I ndemurc 

Bank Of New York and co,·enams 
Wilmington Trust Company 

Illinois Appellate Court, Fifth Division 
1:'\orweb, PLC 8/ 02 lndeck No. America v. Docket No. 97 CH Breach of Contract, 

Norweb 07291 Power Plant Valuation 

lndep_endent Arbitra tion Panel 
1\lberta Northeast G::~s Limited 2/ 98 ProGas I .td., Canadian 

Forest Oi l Ltd., J\ I £C Oil & 
Gas 

Ocean Stare Power 9/02 Ocean State Power \ ' S. 2001 / 2002 Gas Price Arbitration 
ProGas Lrd. Arbitration 

Ocean Stare Power 2/03 Ocean State Power \ ' S. 2002/ 2003 Gas Price Arbitration 
ProGas Ltd. Arbitration 

Ocean State Power 6/ 04 Ocean State Power ,·s. 2003/ 2004 Gas Price Arbitr::~tion 
ProGas Ltd. Arbitration 

Shell Canada Limited 7/ 05 Shell Canada Limited and Gas Contract Price 
Nova Scotia Power Inc. Arbitration 

CONCE:-.:TRIC El\IERGY t\D\'lSORS, INC. PAGE 23 



SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

International Court of Arbitration 
\X' isconsin Gas Company, Inc. 2/97 Wisconsin ~s Co. \ ' S. Pan- Case No. 9322/CK Contract Arbitration 

r\lberta 
Minnegasco, A D ivision of Nor Am Energy 3/97 Minnegasco vs. Pan-Alberta Case No. 9357 /CK Conn·acr Arbitration 
Corp. 
Utilicorp United Inc. 4/ 97 Utilicorp \ 'S. Pan-Alberta Case No. 9373/ CK Contract Arbitration 
lES Utilities 97 IES vs. Pan-Alberta Case No. 9374/CK Contract Arbitration 
Mitsubishi I Ieavy Industries, Ltd., and 12/15 Southern California Edison Case No. Damages Arising Under 
Mitsubishi uclear Energy Systems, Inc. Company, Edison i\Iarerial 19784/ i\GF/ RO a I uclcar Power 

Supply LLC, San Diego Gas Equipment Contract 
& Electric Co., and the City 
of Riverside vs. 1\ilitsubishi 
Hea')' i ndustries, Ltd., and 
J\Iitsu bishi - uclcar Energy 
Systems, Inc. 

State of New Jersey, Mercer County Superior Court 
Transamerica Corp., et al. 7/07 IMO industries 1 nc. vs. Docker No. L-2140- Breach-Related 

10/07 Transamerica Corp., er al. 03 Damages, Emerprise 
Value 

State of New York, Nassau County Supreme Court 
Steel Los lfl , LP 6/08 Steel Los II, LP & IndexNo.5662/05 Property Seizure 

Associated Brook, Corp , .. 
Power Authority of State of 
NY 

CO~CE?--:TRIC Ei':ERCY t\DVISORS, l NC. PAGE 24 



• 
SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

Province of Alberta, Court of Queen's Bench 
Alberta Northeast Gas Limited 5/07 Cargill Gas Marketing Ltd. Action No. 0501- Gas Contracting 

vs. Alberta ortheast Gas 03291 Practices 
Limited 

State of Rhode Island, Providence City Court 
J\quidneck E nergy 5/ 87 Laroche vs. Newport Leasr-Cosr Planning 

State ofTexas H utchinson County Court 
Western Gas Interstate 5/85 State ofTexas vs. Western Case No. 14,843 Cost of Service 

Gas Interstate Co. 

State ofTexas District Court ofNueces County 
Northwestern National Insurance 11/11 i\SJ\RCO LLC No. 01-2680-D Damages 
Company 

State of Utah Third District Court 
PacifiCorp & Holme, Roberts & Owen, 1/07 USA Power & Spring Civi1No. 050903412 Breach-Related 
LLP Canyon Energy vs. Damages 

PacifiCorp. et al. 

U .S. Bankruptcy Court, District ofNew Hampshire 
EUA Power Corporation 7/92 EUA Power Corporation Case No. BK-91- Pre-Petition Solvency 

10525-JEY 

CONCENTRIC E. ERGY ADVISORS, INC. PAGE 25 



SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

U .S. Bankruptcy Court, District OfNew ersey 

Ponderosa Pine Energy Partners, Ltd. 7/05 Ponderosa Pine Energy Case No. 05-21444 Forward Contract 

Partners, Ltd. BankruptC\' Treatment 

U.S. Bankruptcy Court, No. District of New York 

Cayuga Energy, NYSEG Solutions, The 09/09 Cayuga Energy, NYSEG Case No. 06-60073- Going Concern 

l ~nergy etwork Solutions, The I :,nergy 6-sdg 
Network 

U.S. Bankruptcy Court, So. District Of New York 

Johns ManviUc 5/04 Enron I ~nergy ~'l ktg. v. Case No. 01-16034 Breach of Contract, 

Johns Manville; (AJG) Damages 

Enron I 0. r\merica \' , 
Johns ~IamriJle 

U.S. Bankruptcy Court, Northern District OfTexas 

Southern ~laryland I ~lectric Cooperative, 11 /04 i\lirant Corporation, er al. \' . Case No. 03-4659; PP ,\ Interpretation, 

lnc. and Potomac Electric Power Company SMECO Adversary No. 04- Leasing 
4073 

U.S. Court of Federal Claims 

Boston Edison Company 7/06 Boston Edison v. No. 99-447C Spent Nuclea r Fuel 

11 /06 Department of Energy No. 03-2626C Litigation 

Consolidated Edison of New York 08/07 Consolidated Edison of No. 06-305T Leasing, Tax Dispute 

r ew York, Inc. and 
subsidiaries v. United States 

CONCENTRIC E~ERGY ADVlSORS, INC. PAGE 26 



SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

Consolidated Edison Company 2/ 08 Consolidated Edison No. 04-0033C SNF Expert Report 
6/ 08 Company Y. United States 

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power 6/ 08 Vermont Yankee Nuclear No. 03-2663C SNF Expert Report 
Corporation Power Corporation 

U.S. District Court, Boulder County, Colorado 
KN Energy, Inc. 3/ 93 KN Energy vs. Colorado Case No. 92 CV Gas Contract 

GasMark, lnc. 1474 T nterpretacion 

U.S. District Court, Northern California 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co./PGT 4/ 97 Noreen Energy Resources Case No. C94-09 1'1 Fraud Claim 
PG&E/ PGT Pipeline Exp. Project Limited VRW 

U. S. District Court, District of Connecticut 
Constellation Power Source, Inc. 12/ 04 Constellation Power Source, Civil Action 304 CV lSO Structure, Breach 

Inc. v. Select .Energy, lnc. 983 (RNC) of Contract 

U.S. District Court, Northern District oflllinois, Eastern Division 
U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission 4/ 12 U.S. Securities and Case No. 07 C 4483 Prudence, PBR 

Exchange Commission \'. 
Thomas Fisher, Kathleen 
Halloran, and George 
Behrens 

U. S. District Court, Massachusetts 
Eastern Utilities J\ ssociates & Donald F. 3/94 NECO Enterprises lnc. vs. Civil 1\ ccion No. 92- Seabrook Power Sales 
Pard us Eastern Utilities 1\ssociates 10355-RCL 

CONCE~TRIC E, ERGY r\DVISORS, INC. PAG E 27 



SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. SUBJECT 

U . S. District Court, Montana 
Kl"J Energy, Inc. 9/92 KN Energy v. Freeport DocketNo. CV 91- Gas Contract Settlement 

MacMoRan 40-BLG-RWA 

U.S. District Court, New Hampshire 
Portland Natural Gas Transmission and 9/03 Public Service Company of Docket No. C-02- Impairment of Electric 
Maritimes & ortheast Pipeline ew Hampshire vs. 105-B Transmission Right-of-

PNGTS and M& E Way 
Pipeline 

U. S. District Court, Southern District of New York 
Central Hudson Gas & Electric 11/99 Central Hudson v. Civil Action 99 Civ E lectric Restructuring, 

8/00 Riverkeeper, lnc., Robert H. 2536 (BDP) Environmental Impacts 
Boyle, JohnJ. Cronin 

Consolidated Edison 3/02 Consolidated Edison v. Case No. 01 Civ. Industry Standards for 
Northeast Utilities 1893 (lGK) (HP) Due Diligence 

Merrill Lynch & Company 1/05 Merrill Lynch v. Allegheny Civil Action 02 CV D ue D iligence, Breach 
Energy, lnc. 7689 (HB) of Contract, Damages 

U. S. District Court, Eastern District of Virginia 
Aquila, lnc. 1/05 VPEM v. Aquila, Inc. Civil Action 304 CV Breach of Contract, 

2/05 411 Damages 

U.S. District Court, Western District ofVirginia 
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/ APPLICANT DOCKET NO. 

\'<1ashingron Gas Light Company 8/15 \'\'ashington Gas Light Civil Action No. 
9/15 Company v. J\Iounraincer 5:14-cv-41 

Gas Company 

U.S. District Court, P ortland Maine 
J\CEC Mai ne, Inc. et al. 10/91 CIT Pinancial vs. /\CEC D ocket No. 90-

Maine 0304-B 
Combustion 1 ~ngineering 1/92 Combustion Eng. vs. MjiJer Docket No. 89-

ll ydro 0168P 

U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission 
Eastern Utilities Association 10/92 I ~U t\ Power Corporation Flle No. 70-8034 

U.S. T ax Court in Illinois 
Exelon Corporation 4/15 Exclon Corporation, as Docket 0!os. 29183-

6/15 Successor by ~ fergcr w 13,29184-13 
nicom Corporation and 

Subsidiaries er al. v. 
Commission of Internal 
Revenue 

Council of the Dis trict of Columbia Committee on Consumer and Regulatory Mfairs 
Potomac Electric Power Co. 7/99 Potomac 1 £1ectric Power Bill 13-284 

Co. 

Co:-.:CE~TRIC E:-\ER(;y ADVISORS, L'\C. 

SUBJECT 

Nominations and Gas 
Balancing, Lost and 
Unaccounted l'or Gas, 
Damages 

Project Valuatio n 

Outpul Modeling; 
Project Valuation 

Value of EUr\ Power 

Valuation of Analysis of 
Lease Terms and 
Quantify Plant Values 

Utility Restructuring 
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Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 22 

Appalachian Power Company 19 

Arizona Public Service Company 16 

DTE Electric Company 

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 10 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 2 

Duke Energy Indiana, LLC 25 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 13 

Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 17 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Georgia Power Company 20 

Idaho Power Co. 11 

Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 14 

Kentucky Utilities Company 15 

Nevada Power Company 4 

Ohio Edison Company 21 

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 7 

PacifiCorp 23 

Portland General Electric Company 18 

Public Service Company of New Hampshire 6 

Public Service Company of New Mexico 26 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma 

Southern California Edison Company 12 

Southwestern Electric Power Company 24 

Tampa Electric Company 3 

Virginia Electric and Power Company 5 

Florida Group 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 2 

Florida Power & Ught Company 

Gulf Power Company 4 

Tampa Electric Company 3 

Large Utility Group 

Ameren Corporation 6 

American Electric Power Company, Inc. 

Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 

DTE Energy Company 3 

Entergy Corporation 4 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Southern Company 

Xcel Energy Inc. 7 

Situational Assessment Rankings - 2005 

(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged for each metric) 
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22 18.1 24 

25 19.4 27 

26 15.9 18 

12 13.3 12 

18 10.5 9 

9 9.0 3 

20 16.9 20 

6 13.0 11 

16 15.0 15 

8 4.5 

19 16.9 20 

23 12.9 10 

18.5 25 

11 14.9 14 

7 13.9 13 

27 9.6 

15 17.1 22 

5 10.4 

21 17.3 23 

4 16.6 19 

13 9.5 4 

14 15.8 17 

10 15.0 15 

2 8.4 2 

3 19.0 26 

24 10.4 7 
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2 2.4 2 
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3 3.8 4 

4 2.6 3 

4 5.6 7 
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7 3.1 2 

3 3.8 
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Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 20 

Appalachian Power Company 24 
Arizona Public Service Company 8 
DTE Electric Company 13 

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 12 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 2 

Duke Energy Indiana, LLC 19 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 14 

Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 21 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Georgia Power Company 18 

Idaho Power Co. 17 
Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 
Kansas City Power & Light Company 15 

Kentucky Utilities Company 16 

Nevada Power Company 4 

Ohio Edison Company 9 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 7 

PacifiCorp 23 

Portland General Electric Company 22 

Public Service Company of New Hampshire 

Public Service Company of New Mexico 26 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma 10 

Southern California Edison Company 11 
Southwestern Electric Power Company 25 
Tampa Electric Company 3 
Virginia Electric and Power Company 

Florida Group 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 2 
Florida Power & Light Company 

Gulf Power Company 4 
Tampa Electric Company 

Large Utility Group 

Ameren Corporation 

American Electric Power Company, Inc. 

Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 

DTE Energy Company 3 
Entergy Corporation 5 
Florida Power & Light Company 
Southern Company 4 
Xcel Energy Inc. 7 

Situational Assessment Rankings - 2006 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged for each metric) 
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21 19.0 25 

26 18.6 24 

25 11.4 8 

13 13.8 13 

17 11.1 7 

9 10.1 4 

19 20.3 27 
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18 14.4 14 

23 14.5 15 
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Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 20 
Appalachian Power Company 25 

Arizona Public Service Company 4 

DTE Electric Company 15 

Duke Energy Carolinas, ILC 10 

Duke Energy Florida, ILC 2 
Duke Energy Indiana, ILC 21 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 16 

Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 22 
Florida Power & Light Company 

Georgia Power Company 18 

Idaho Power Co. 13 

Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 17 

Kentucky Utilities Company 14 

Nevada Power Company 

Ohio Edison Company 8 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 

PacifiCorp 23 

Portland General Electric Company 19 

Public Service Company of New Hampshire 6 

Public Service Company of New Mexico 26 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma 12 

Southern Califorrtia Edison Company II 

Southwestern Electric Power Company 24 

Tampa Electric Company 

Virginia Electric and Power Company 7 
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Large Utility Group 

Ameren Corporation 

American Electric Power Company, Inc. 8 
Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 

DTE Energy Company 

Entergy Corporation 4 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Southern Company 

Xcel Energy Inc. 7 

Situational Assessment Rankings - 2007 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged for each metric) 
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Situational Assessment Rankings - 2008 
(a rank of I indicates the most challenged for each metric) 

Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 22 18 2S 13 22 12 

Appalachian Power Company 2S 2S 26 14 3 16 

Arizona Public Service Company 4 10 9 4 

DTE Electric Company 16 4 16 2 13 

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 9 14 3 20 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 3 16 21 24 IS 

Duke Energy Indiana, LLC 20 21 23 23 19 16 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC IS 19 19 2S 6 

Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 21 23 22 19, II 3 

Florida Power & Light Company 3 24 17 10 

Georgia Power Company 18 II 20 12 10 14 

Idaho Power Co. 10 12 2 7 16 

Indiana :Michigan Power Company 27 27 27 2S 21 4 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 19 17 18 18 9 11 

Kentucky Utilities Company 17 20 21 17 13 16 

Nevada Power Company 2 6 9 4 16 

Ohio Edison Company 27 23 

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company II IS IS 10 8 16 

PacifiCorp 23 14 17 6 6 16 

Portland General Electric Company 14 24 II 27 16 

Public Service Company of New Hampshire 6 3 22 26 16 

Public Service Company of New Mexico 26 26 10 7 9 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma 13 12 16 15 16 16 

Southern California Edison Company 12 4 2 20 12 2 

Southwestern Electric Power Company 24 22 24 II 14 16 

Tampa Electric Company 2 9 8 26 18 16 

Virginia Electric and Power Company 7 13 13 IS 7 
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Duke Energy Florida, LLC 3 3 2 I 4 2 

Florida Power & Light Company 1 1 1 3 2 1 

Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 2 I 3 

Tampa Electric Company 2 2 3 4 3 3 

Large Utility Group 

Ameren Corporation 2 7 

American Electric Power Company, Inc. 8 8 8 7 3 

Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 3 4 3 2 

DTE Energy Company 3 2 2 6 4 

Entergy Corporation 6 7 2 8 

Florida Power & Light Company 8 6 3 

Southern Company 4 4 

Xcel Energy Inc. 3 4 4 
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Situational Assessment Rankings - 2009 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged for each metric) 

Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 22 21 26 27 25 13 
Appalachian Power Company 19 24 24 19 8 16 
Arizona Public Service Company 4 10 10 3 8 
DTE Electric Company 18 10 4 3 19 14 
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 9 2 12 13 18 4 
Duke Energy Florida, LLC 2 12 12 17 15 

Duke Energy Indiana, LLC 20 18 22 25 26 16 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 16 19 20 15 

Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 26 26 23 18 22 2 
Florida Power & Light Company 3 17 7 10 
Georgia Power Company 17 4 18 14 6 12 
Idaho Power Co. 12 11 14 5 16 

Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 27 27 22 24 7 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 21 20 21 20 14 11 
Kentucky Utilities Company 13 16 19 4 16 16 
Nevada Power Company 3 7 21 2 16 

Ohio Edison Company 7 16 27 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 10 15 15 2 10 16 

PacifiCorp 23 17 17 7 4 16 
Portland General Electric Company 11 22 11 11 12 16 
Public Service Company of New Hampshire 24 21 16 
Public Service Company of New Mexico 24 25 26 9 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 14 14 16 9 20 16 

Southern California Edison Company 15 2 15 11 3 
Southwestern Electric Power Company 25 23 25 8 23 16 

Tampa Electric Company 3 7 9 23 13 16 

Virginia Electric and Power Company 6 13 13 6 

Florida Group 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 2 3 2 4 2 
Florida Power & Light Company 3 
Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 2 3 
Tampa Electric Company 3 2 4 2 3 

Large Utility Group 

Ameren Corporation 6 7 6 2 7 7 

American Electric Power Company, Inc. 8 8 7 8 
Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 3 4 3 2 
DTE Energy Company 3 2 2 4 
Entergy Corporation 6 7 4 

Florida Power & Light Company 6 2 3 
Southern Company 4 4 6 
Xcel Energy Inc. 3 4 

21 

9 

11 

10 

14 

12 

24 

23 

15 

3 
16 

2 

22 

13 
25 

19 

4 

20 

26 

6 

18 

17 

27 

2 

4 

4 

2 

Docket No. 160021 
Situational Assessment Rankings 

Exhibit JJR-3, Page 5 of 1 0 

17 21.5 27 

25 18.0 23 

21 9.4 3 

6 10.5 

10 10.3 

20 12.0 9 

18 21.1 26 

12.5 11 

3 16.9 21 

7 6.1 

22 13.6 16 

12 9.6 4 

2 18.0 23 

14 17.9 22 

19 14.5 18 

27 13.3 12 

15 11.9 

9 10.1 

26 14.6 19 

4 13.4 15 

23 15.6 20 

13.3 12 

11 13.3 12 

7.6 2 

13 18.9 25 

24 14.0 17 

16 12.0 9 

2 2.3 2 

1.3 
4 3.5 4 

2.9 3 

4 5.8 6 

7 6.9 

6 4.1 5 
2 3.6 2 

4.0 4 

3 2.3 
5.8 6 

3.6 2 



Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 19 
Appalachian Power Company 23 

Arizona Public Service Company 4 

DTE Electric Company 17 

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 

Duke Energy Indiana, LLC 22 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 12 

Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 21 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Georgia Power Company 15 

Idaho Power Co. 14 

Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 24 

Kentucky Utilities Company 13 

Nevada Power Company 6 

Ohio Edison Company 9 

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 10 

PacifiCorp 25 
Portland General Electric Company 18 

Public Service Company of New Hampshire 7 

Public Service Company of New Mexico 20 

Public Service Company of Oklalaoma 11 

Southern California Edison Company 16 

Southwestern Electric Power Company 26 

Tampa Electric Company 3 

Virginia Electric and Power Company 

Florida Group 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 2 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Gulf Power Company 4 

Tampa Electric Company 3 

Large Utility Group 

Ameren Corporation 

American Electric Power Company, Inc. 

Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 
DTE Energy Company 

Entergy Corporation 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Southern Company 4 

Xcel Energy Inc. 7 

Situational Assessment Rankings - 2010 
(a rank of I indicates the most challenged for each metric) 
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Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 19 

Appalachian Power Company 24 

Arizona Public Service Company 4 

DTE Electric Company 13 

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 11 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 2 

Duke Energy Indiana, LLC 21 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 15 

Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 22 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Georgia Power Company 16 

Ida!.o Power Co. 17 
Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 23 

Kentucky Utilities Company 18 

Nevada Power Company 7 

Ohio Edison Company 9 

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 12 

PacifiCorp 25 

Portland General Electric Company 8 
Public Service Company of New Hampshire 5 
Public Service Company of New Mexico 20 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma 10 

Southern California Edison Company 14 

Southwestern Electric Power Company 26 

Tampa Electric Company 3 
Virginia Electric and Power Company 

Florida Group 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 2 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Gulf Power Company 4 

Tampa Electric Company 3 

Large Utility Group 

Ameren Corporation 6 

American Electric Power Company, Inc. 8 
Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 
DTE Energy Company 3 
Entergy Corporation 5 
Florida Power & Light Company 

Southern Company 4 

Xcel Energy Inc. 

Situational Assessment Rankings - 2011 
(a rank of I indicates the most challenged for each metric) 
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Situational Assessment Rankings - 2012 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged for each metric) 
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Alabama Power Company 20 13 24 17 14 11 

Appalachian Power Company 23 26 25 26 27 15 

Arizona Public Service Company 4 12 10 3 12 7 

DTE Electric Company 10 4 3 24 26 14 

Duke Energy Carolinas, ILC 12 6 14 11 16 4 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 2 9 6 14 25 15 

Duke Energy Indiana, ILC 21 21 21 10 17 15 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 18 22 20 6 19 6 

Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 22 23 23 23 7 2 

Florida Power & Light Compaoy 1 1 4 9 9 13 

Georgia Power Company 16 3 15 15 20 10 

Idaho Power Co. 15 10 12 5 22 15 

Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 27 27 27 18 3 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 24 24 22 25 13 12 

Kentucky Utilities Company 17 16 19 16 10 15 

Nevada Power Company 6 11 11 1 8 15 

Ohio Edison Company 9 7 8 22 23 1 

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 14 19 16 4 2 15 

PacifiCorp 25 18 18 8 6 15 

Portland General Electric Company 8 14 7 12 4 15 

Public Service Company of New Hampshire 5 5 1 19 11 15 

Public Service Company of New Mexico 19 20 5 20 3 8 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma 13 15 17 13 5 15 

Southern California Edison Company 11 2 2 18 24 9 

Southwestern Electric Power Company 26 25 26 21 I 15 

Tampa Electric Company 3 8 9 2 21 15 

Virginia Electric and Power Company 7 17 13 7 15 5 

Florida Group 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 2 3 2 4 2 

Florida Power & Light Company 2 

Gulf Power Company 4 4 4 3 4 2 

Tampa Electric Company 3 2 3 2 2 

Large Utility Group 

Ameren Corporation 5 6 6 6 6 4 

American Electric Power Company, Inc. 8 8 8 

Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 4 2 4 

DTE Energy Company 2 7 7 

Entergy Corporation 6 2 

Florida Power & Light Company 2 3 3 5 

Southern Company 4 3 3 

Xcel Energy Inc. 7 4 4 2 6 
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Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 21 

Appalachian Power Company 24 

Arizona Public Service Company 4 

DTE Electric Company 14 

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 15 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 2 

Duke Energy Indiana, LLC 20 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 18 

Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 22 

Florida Power & Light Compaoy 

Georgia Power Company 17 

Idaho Power Co. 12 

Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 23 

Kentucky Utilities Company 16 

Nevada Power Company 

Ohio Edison Company 9 

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 10 

PacifiCorp 25 

Portland General Electric Company 

Public Service Company of New Hampshire 8 

Public Service Company of New Mexico 19 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma 13 
Southern California Edison Company 11 

Southwestern Electric Power Company 26 

Tampa Electric Company 3 

Virginia Electric and Power Company 6 

Florida Group 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 2 
Florida Power & Light Compaoy 

Gulf Power Company 4 

Tampa Electric Company 3 

Large Utility Group 

Ameren Corporation 4 

American Electric Power Company, Inc. 8 

Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 

DTE Energy Company 3 

Entergy Corporation 

Florida Power & Light Compaoy 

Southern Company 

Xcel Energy Inc. 6 

Situational Assessment Rankings - 2013 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged for each metric) 
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Straight Electric Group 

Alabama Power Company 19 

Appalachian Power Company 9 

Arizona Public Service Company 

DTE Electric Company 11 

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 13 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 

Duke Energy Indiana, LLC 20 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 18 

Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 23 

Florida Power & Light Company 2 

Georgia Power Company 17 

Idaho Power Co. 16 

Indiana Michigan Power Company 27 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 24 

Kentucky Utilities Company 15 

Nevada Power Company 4 

Ohio Edison Company 10 

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 14 

PacifiCorp 25 

Portland General Electric Company 

Public Service Company of New Hampshire 

Public Service Company of New Mexico 21 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma 12 

Southern California Edison Company 22 

Southwestern Electric Power Company 26 

Tampa Electric Company 3 

Virginia Electric and Power Company 

Florida Group 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 

Florida Power & Light Company 2 

Gulf Power Company 4 

Tampa Electric Company 3 

Large Utility Group 

Ameren Corporation 4 

American Electric Power Company, Inc. 8 
Dominion Resources, Inc. 2 

DTE Energy Company 

Entergy Corporation 7 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Southern Company 

Xcel Energy Inc. 6 

Situational Assessment Rankings - 2014 
(a rank of 1 indicates the most challenged for each metric) 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2005 
(a rank of I indicates the highest performer for each metric) 

~ 
01! 

c: ::;: ... c: 
0 ::;: c: :a ·t oll oll ... ~ ... c: 
:I 0 ~ ... ~ lS 0 "" "t) c: ... ~ p;l Zl 
8 ::;: -~ 

c: ~ p;l :I 
0 .£ 

Straight Electric Group p., oll ~ 0 ·= p;l :g 
"il 0 -~ :I ... 

"' ~ .J:J \!) e u ... 
P;< "€ oll ~ 

... "il 
c: = til < 0 c: ~ 0 ~ u "' 0 u c: ~ z f-< ;:J 0 

Alabama Power Company II II 22 14 20 17 24 17 

Appalachian Power Company 7 6 19 4 13 9 8 4 

Arizona Public Service Company 24 II 12 8 26 6 16 26 

DTE Electric Company 22 26 24 26 23 27 22 24 

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 12 4 13 19 7 II 10 20 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 9 10 18 22 19 18 13 18 

Duke Energy Indiana, LLC 21 7 3 24 II 25 6 14 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 13 15 II 22 3 11 II 27 

Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 19 5 9 15 16 I 12 9 

Florida Power & Light Company 4 9 4 5 5 8 9 8 

Georgia Power Company 16 20 19 12 25 22 26 16 

Idaho Power Co. 7 17 15 17 15 10 14 22 

Indiana Michigan Power Company 26 I 25 17 2 3 5 21 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 18 16 23 25 6 6 25 

Kentucky Urilities Company 3 II 8 6 4 13 15 2 

Nevada Power Company 19 8 I 16 7 21 17 6 

Ohio Edison Company 25 27 10 2 7 26 I 1 

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company I 11 5 11 10 15 19 7 

PacifiCorp 6 21 27 9 20 16 23 13 

Pordand General Electric Company 10 25 14 13 23 24 25 11 

Public Service Company of New Hampshire 23 23 21 21 20 22 20 10 

Public Service Company of New Mexico 27 22 7 26 14 13 2 23 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma 2 18 15 I 11 2 4 3 

Southern California Edison Company 15 23 17 20 27 4 7 14 

Southwestern Electric Power Company 5 19 25 3 16 5 3 5 

Tampa Electric Company 14 3 5 9 18 19 18 II 

Virginia Electric and Power Company 16 2 2 6 I 20 21 18 

~ 
01! 

c: ::;: ... ~ 0 ::;: c: ·= oll ~ ... 
u oll ~ c: 

0 ... ~ lS ~ 0 c: "t) "" c: ... ~ p;l Zl 

£ ::;: -~ 
c: "" p;l ~ 

Florida Group oll 
0 ~ ::E 0 ·g p;l t "il 0 -~ \!) E .E "' 

~ .J:J ... 
P< "§ oll ~ 

... "il 
c: = til 

<: < 0 

~ 0 ~ u "' 0 u c: ~ z ;:J 0 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 2 4 3 3 3 3 3 4 

Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 

Gulf Power Company 3 3 3 3 4 I I I 

Tampa Electric Company 4 I 1 2 2 4 4 3 

... 01! 
c: ~ 0 ::;: ::;: ~ ~ ·= oll oll ~ c: ... c: u 

0 ... ~ ~ ~ 0 c: ~ "t) c: ... p;l 

£ ::;: c: E 
-~ "" p;l 

::E Large Utility Group 
0 ~ 0 oll ·= p;l ~ 

"il 0 -~ ~ 
... ·= "' :I .J:J \!) e u ... 

P;< "§ oll ~ 
... "il 

c: = til < 0 c: "' 0 :I u ~ 0 ~ z u c: 
;:J 0 

Ameren Corporation 2 4 5 6 2 7 4 7 

American Electric Power Company, Inc. 7 6 8 2 4 3 1 4 

Dominion Resources, Inc. 4 1 I 2 I 5 5 6 

DTE Energy Company 7 8 7 8 7 8 6 1 

Entergy Corporation 6 3 3 5 4 2 3 3 

Florida Power & Light Company 1 2 2 1 2 1 2 2 

Southern Company 4 5 5 6 7 4 7 7 

Xcel Energy Inc. 3 7 4 4 4 6 8 5 

::;: 
» oll u 0 c: ... ·a "il 

:I !::: 
~ .... 

p;l 

~ 0 z .J:J 

"' ] ...< 
0 

f-< 

23 23 

8 10 

19 27 

25 13 

13 17 

12 4 

19 18 

22 25 

16 23 

2 6 
15 18 

10 16 

26 22 

24 25 

2 8 

2 9 

18 I 

2 4 

16 21 

9 6 

19 2 

27 20 

I 3 

13 12 

11 10 

7 15 

6 14 

::;: 
» oll u 0 c: 
·0 "il 

:I 
!E ~ p;l 

0 
~ z .J:J 

"' "il ...< 0 
f-< 

3 I 

1 1 

4 I 

2 4 

::;: 
» oll u c: 0 
·0 "il 

~ 

""' ~ .... 
p;l 

~ 
0 

.J:J z 
"' "il ...< 0 

f-< 

3 3 

6 6 

I 3 

6 5 

3 8 

1 1 

6 7 

3 1 

DocketNo. 160021 
Productive Efficiency Rankings 

Exhibit JJR-4, Page 1 of 10 

"' ~ 
~ 

u 
' ..:.: "' ;:: c: ..:.: 

=:! c: 
"' "" "' "' ~ s:: ~ = = ... ] < ~ 

01! s ~ 
"' "' 

... 
"' c: ... > 

~ 0 < 0 ·= :a 
"t) 

< 
24 18.7 24 

27 10.5 8 

7 16.5 20 

19 22.8 27 

14 12.7 II 

II 14.0 14 

23 15.5 17 

13 15.7 18 

22 13.4 12 

17 7.0 2 
21 19.1 25 

6 13.5 13 

26 15.8 19 

25 19.3 26 

5 7.0 2 

I 9.7 5 

4 11.1 9 

20 9.5 4 

18 17.3 22 

9 15.4 16 

10 17.4 23 

2 16.6 21 

16 6.9 I 

15 15.2 15 

12 10.4 6 

3 11.1 9 

8 10.4 6 

"' ~ 
~ 

u 

' ..:.: "' ..:.: 
=:! ;:: c: c: 

"' "' "" "' ~ s:: ~ = = ... = < s ~ W' E 
"' "' t 
"' c: > 
8 0 < 0 
\!) ~ 

~ 
2 2.8 4 

3 1.4 1 

4 2.5 2 

1 2.5 2 

"' :I 

~ 
u 
' ..:.: "' ..:.: 

=:! ;:: c: a 
"" "' "' = = ~ s:: ~ ... 

< 8 01! ] s "' "' ~ 
\!) t ... 

"' < > 

~ .g 0 

:a 
~ 
6 4.5 4 

7 4.9 6 

I 2.7 2 

3 6.0 8 

8 4.4 3 

2 1.5 1 

5 5.7 7 

4 4.5 4 



Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2006 
(a rank of I indicates the highest performer for each metric) 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2010 
(a rank of 1 indicates the highest performer for each metric) 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2011 
(a rank of 1 indicates the highest performer for each metric) 
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Productive Efficiency Rankings - 2013 
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Alabama Power Company 19 6 19 19 16 14 16 19 

Appalachian Power Company 14 21 25 4 3 17 9 4 

Arizona Public Service Company 23 13 7 12 20 10 17 25 

DTE Electric Company 17 26 27 14 25 27 27 20 

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 12 2 12 17 2 5 7 24 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 3 3 15 12 17 3 6 7 

Duke Energy Indiana, LLC 25 11 10 14 8 16 2 18 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 20 5 22 21 1 1 5 26 

Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 10 10 7 23 26 21 12 8 

Florida Power & Light Company 2 7 5 2 10 8 13 6 
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Florida Power & Light Company 2005 

Fossil - Equivalent Availability Factor 91.70 

Fossil- Equivalent Forced Outage Rate 2.55 

Nucleat- Capacity Factor 83.41 

Nucleat- Equivalent Availability Factor 82.35 

Nuclear- Forced Loss Rate 4.95 

Nuclear- Industrial Safety Accident Rate 0.14 

Distribution Reliability- SAID I 69.60 

Distribution Reliability - SAIFI 1.15 

Distribution Reliability- CAIDI 60.52 

Industry Averages 2005 

Fossil - Equivalent Availability Factor 87.98 

Fossil - Equivalent Forced Outage Rate 6.58 

Nucleat- Capacity Factor 87.70 

Nuclear - Equivalent Availability Factor 87.06 

Nuclear - Forced Loss Rate 2.90 

Nuclear - Industrial Safety Accident Rate 0.20 

Florida Investor-Owned Utility Averages 2005 

Distribution Reliability- SAID I 85.33 

Distribution Reliability- SAIFI 1.09 

Distribution Reliability- CAIDI 78.43 

Operational Metrics 
Summary 

2006 2007 2008 2009 

92.22 92.56 92.63 93.36 

3.02 2.27 2.29 1.61 

91.10 84.97 93.39 88.37 

89.60 83.61 91.17 86.54 

1.40 2.60 2.04 1.92 

0.00 0.05 0.05 0.05 

74.30 73.20 67.20 78.00 

1.29 1.21 1.07 1.11 

57.60 60.50 62.80 70.27 

2006 2007 2008 2009 

88.07 89.07 86.44 86.54 

6.55 6.83 7.43 7.90 

88.50 90.82 89.97 89.10 

88.70 90.33 89.40 88.21 

2.60 2.12 2.03 3.02 

0.18 0.15 0.11 0.09 

2006 2007 2008 2009 

125.68 89.45 107.94 129.38 

1.17 1.11 1.29 1.36 

103.54 80.07 82.73 91.23 

2010 2011 

92.07 91.89 

0.98 1.35 

89.53 82.70 

87.75 80.50 

4.48 2.68 

0.33 0.09 

77.30 79.70 

0.92 0.97 

84.02 82.16 

2010 2011 

85.53 86.09 

7.94 7.27 

89.71 88.10 

88.53 86.37 

2.08 1.59 

0.10 0.06 

2010 2011 

112.55 111.88 

1.32 1.28 

85.93 86.95 
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2012 2013 2014 

89.92 89.81 88.90 

0.50 0.85 0.73 

63.66 84.23 88.03 

61.76 82.67 87.82 

1.33 6.03 1.90 

0.03 0.00 0.00 

63.48 61.37 63.79 

0.90 0.89 0.99 

70.53 68.68 64.51 

2012 2013 2014 

86.12 85.71 85.00 

7.44 7.95 7.89 

84.91 86.75 91.25 

83.50 87.54 90.48 

3.19 2.27 1.66 

0.06 0.05 0.04 

2012 2013 2014 

104.18 109.65 107.00 

1.13 1.24 1.21 

90.65 88.04 87.48 
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Fossil -Equivalent Availability Factor 
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Fossil - Equivalent Availability Factor 
A1mua/ Values 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Florida Power & L•~ht ComP""Y 91.7 92.2 92.6 92.6 93..1 92. 1 91.9 KCJ.<) 89.8 88.9 
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Operational Metrics 

Fossil - Equivalent Forced Outage Rate 

'I.W ------------------------

8 .()1) --

7.110 

• 
G.(lll 

s.uu 

1.00 

_...., .-
.... .,_--;;..-a ...... ' 

' '• --· 

0.00 ----~-------------------
21JUS .!tl09 :JIJIIJ 201 1 

Year 

Fossil -Equivalent Forced Outage Rate 
Jlnnu:ll V,~Jues 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
Florida Power & Light Companr 2.55 3.02 2.27 2.29 1.61 
I ndustr\' r\ vcrag~ 6.58 6.55 6.83 7.43 7.90 

2010 
0.98 
7.9·1 
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2011 

1.35 
7.27 

__....,_. Fkmd.a Power & 
Ughr Company 

.!OIJ 

2012 2013 2014 

0.50 0.85 0.73 
7.44 7.95 7.89 

Source: Company provtded data. Industry Average represents :til companies providing fossil unit repons to North t\meo·ican Electric Reliability Council. 



OperationaJ Metrics 

Nuclear- Capacity Factor 
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Nuclear- Capacity Factor 
Antru:1/ Value,; 

2005 2006 2007 2008 

l'londa Power & l..i~ht Compan} 83.41 91.10 8-1.9- 93.39 

lndu~tt\ o\"·cr-.a.~c s-.-o 8!1.50 90.1>2 K9.•r 

Source: Compan) provided d:11a 

2009 2010 2011 
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89.11l 89.-1 K!!.lll 
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Operational M etrics 

Nuclear - Equivalent Availability Factor 
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Nuclear- Equivalent Availability Factor 
Atllwfll Vfllues 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
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Nuclear - Forced Loss Rate 
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Nuclear- Forced Loss Rate 
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Operational Metrics 

Nuclear- Industrial Safety Accident Rate 
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Operational Metrics 

Distribution Reliability - SAID I 
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Florida Power & Light Company 
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Ye:~r 

Distribution Reliability- SAID I 
Annu:ll V.•lucs 

2006 2007 2008 2009 
74.3 73.2 67.2 78.0 
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2014 

2010 2011 2012 2013 
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Operational Metrics 

Distribution Reliability- SAJFI 
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Benchmarking Workpapers 

Comparable Groups 

Straight Electric 
Group 

Alabama Power Company ./ 

Ameren Corporation 
American Electric Power Company, Inc. 

Appalachian Power Company ./ 

Arizona Public Service Company ./ 

Dominion Resources, Inc. 

DTE Electric Company ./ 

DTE Energy Company 

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC ./ 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC ./ 

Duke Energy Indiana, LLC ./ 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC ./ 

Entergy Arkansas, Inc. ./ 

Entergy Corporation 
Florida Power & Light Company ./ 

Georgia Power Company ./ 

Gulf Power Company 

Idaho Power Co. ./ 

Indiana Michigan Power Company ./ 

Kansas City Power & Light Company ./ 

Kentucky Utilities Company ./ 

Nevada Power Company ./ 

NextEra Energy, Inc. 
Ohio Edison Company ./ 

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company ./ 

PacifiCorp ./ 

Portland General Electric Company ./ 

Public Service Company of New Hampshire ./ 

Public Service Company of New Mexico ./ 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma ./ 

Southern California Edison Company ./ 

Southern Company 
Southwestern Electric Power Company ./ 

Tampa Electric Company ./ 

Virginia Electric and Power Company ./ 

Xcel Energy Inc. 
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Florida Large Utility 
Group Group 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ ./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 



Metric Units 

Percent Sales (1v[\X!h) Residential percent(%) 

Percent Sales (rvfWh) Other percent(%) 

Use per Customer :M\Vh/ customer 

Change in Customers (%) percent(%) 

Change in Sales (5-year CAGR) CAGR(%) 

Percent Generation Nuclear percent(%) 

Energy Losses / T oral Energy Disposition percent(%) 

Benchmarking Workpapers 
Definitions 

Situational Assessment 
Calculation 

Total Residential :MWh Sold/Total MWh Sold 
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Source 

SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

(Total Public Street and Highway Lighting+ Total Sales to SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

Public Authorities+ Total Sales to futilroads +Total 

Interdepartmental Sales + Total Sales for Resale in M\Vh 

Sold) I T ota! MWh Sold 

Total Sales of Electricity/ Total Customers SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

(Total Customers for Current Year- Total Customers for SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

Previous Year) / Total Customers for Previous Year 

Total MWh Sold to Ultimate Consumers for Current Year SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1 

/ Total M\Vh Sold to Ultimate Consumers for 5 Years 

Prior to CurrentYear)
115 

-1 

Total Nuclear M\Vh Produced / Net Generation SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

Total M\Vh of Energy Lost/ Total Disposition of Energy SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

(MWh) 

Accum. Dep./Gross Plant $000s accum dep/$ Accumulated Depreciation for Total Electric Plant/ Total SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1 

Metric Group 

Non-Fuel Production 

O&M 

Transmission O&M 

Distribution O&M 

A&GExpense 

Customer Expense 

gross plant Electric Utility Plant 

Metric Units 

Non-Fuel Production O&M $/customer 

per Customer 

Non-Fuel Production O&M $/MWh 

per M\Vh Produced 

Non-Fuel Nuclear $/MWh 

Production O&M per MWh 

Produced 

Non-Fuel Steam & Other $/MWh 

Production O&M per M\Vh 

Produced from Steam & 

Other 

Transmission O&M per 

Customer 

$/customer 

Transmission O&M per $/l'v£Wh 

MWh 

Transmission O&M per $000s/mile 

:Mile of Transmission Line 

Distribution O&M per 

Customer 

Distribution O&M per 

MWh 

A&G Expense per 

Customer 

$/customer 

$/MWh 

$/customer 

A&G Expense per MWh $/~IWh 

Customer Expense per 

Customer 

Customer Expense per 

MWh 

$/customer 

$/MWh 

Productive Efliciency 
Calculation Source 

Total Power Production O&M Expenses less Fuel, SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

Purchased Power, and Other Expenses/ Total Customers 

Total Power Production O&M Expenses less Fuel, 

Purchased Power, and Other Expenses / Total ~!Wh 

Produced 

SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

Total Nuclear Production O&M Expenses less Fuel, SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

Purchased Power, and Other Expenses/ Total Nuclear 

:M\Vh Produced 

Total Steam & Other Production O&M Expenses less Fuel, SNL Interactive, FERC Form 1 

Purchased Power, and Other Expenses / Total 1-!Wh 

Produced from Steam & Other 

Total Transmission O&M Expenses I Total Customers SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

Total Transmission O&M Expenses /Total :MWh Sold SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

Total Transmission O&M Expense less Transmission of SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

Electricity by Others/ Total Length (Miles) of 

Transmission Line 

Total Distribution O&M Expenses /Total Ultimate 

Customers 

SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

Total Distribution O&M Expenses /Total :MWh Sold to SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

Ultimate Customers 

Total A&G Expenses/ Total Ultimate Customers 

Total A&G Expenses/ Total MWh Sold to Ultimate 

Customers 

SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

(Total Customer Accounts Expenses +Total Customer SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

Service and Informational Expenses + Total Sales 

Expenses) /Total Ulrimate Customers 

(Total Customer Accounts Expenses + Total Customer SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

Service and Informational Expenses +Total Sales 

Expenses)/ Total MWh Sold to Ultimate Customers 

Uncollectibles Expense Uncollectibles Expense per $/customer 

Customer 

Uncollectible Accounts Expenses / Total Ultimate 

Customers 

SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

Days Sales Outstanding 

Labor Efficiency 

Total Non-Fuel O&M 

Gross Asset Base 

Additions to Plant per 

Incremental Customer 

Uncollectibles Expense per $/l'v£Wh 

MWh 

Days Sales Outstanding 

Employees per Thousand 
Customers 

Salaries, Wages, Pensions, 

and Benefits per Customer 

Salaries, Wages, Pensions, 

and Benefits per Employee 

Total Non-Fuel O&M per 

Customer 

days sales 
outstanding 

employees/ 
thousand customer 

$/customer 

$000s/ employee 

$/customer 

Total Non-Fuel O&M per $/MWh 

MWhSold 

Uncollectible Accounts Expenses /Total MWh Sold to 

Ultimate Customers 

365 I (Total Sales of Electricity/ Average of Customer 

Accounts Receivable for Current Year and Previous Year) 

Total Employees/ (Total Customers /1000) 

(Total Electric Salaries and Wages + Total Pensions and 

Benefits) /Total Customers 

(Total Electric Salaries and Wages +Total Pensions and 

Benefits)/ Total Employees 

Total O&M Expenses less Fuel, Purchased Power, and 

Other /Total Ultimate Customers 

Total O&M Expenses less Fuel, Purchased Power, and 

Other/ Toral MWh Sold to Ultimate Customers 

Gross Asset Base per 

Customer 

$000s/ customer Total Electric Utility Plant /Total Customers 

Gross Asset Base per kWh 

Additions to Plantper 

Incremental Customer 

$000s/l\1Wh Total Electric Utility Plant/ Toml :MWh Sold 

$000s/ YaY change Gross Additions to Utility Plant (less nuclear fuel)/ 

in customers Change in Customers 

SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1, SEC 10-K 

Filings 

SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1, SEC 10-K 

Filings 

SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 

SNL Interactive, PERC Form 1 
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6(1.0<)" .. .----------------------------------------

. ,.._ .. _... .. -· . -.-- . . .,.._ . . ...... ... -

..........- Ac,.nd1; Power & 
Light Comp.tn) 

- - ~tr.u~ht El~c:tnc 
(,roup ~lean 
{cxdud.ln~ t·Pl.) 

e. I 
E JU.(KJ"" --- - - .. 
~ ·--.--- ~- - --- - - . - - ... - - -· - - . --
~ 

·· · ·~ · ··· · · 
.~ . . .... ·X· .. .. . . ~· . . . . .. ?>< • • • ••• •1< 

"·~. r ..... ·X •••• •• • " ••• •• •• ); • ·_· ___ _ 

lliJ)(t~" 

( I,(KJ"o +----~----~-­
.!1105 20111 201 1 101:! 

Percent Sales (MWh) Residential 
Annual V.•iu<·$ 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
Florida Power & I jght Company 5 1.29% 50.75% 50.67°1(. 50.42% 51.19% 
Stroight Electric Group ,\Jean (excluding I'PI.) 28.50'';, 28.85% 29.56°'r, 29.89% 31.20"'<• 
Florida Group ~lean (excluding FPL) 4U.7S'I'o 40.79°/o, 40.13% 40.25% 43.37% 
L11'l:C U1ilitics Group Mean (cxcludinl): FPL) 25.4t~~. 24.58% 25.28% 24.98':1. 26.117% 

R:tnkin!(s 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
Str.tight ElcCHic Group: 

Florida Power & l..i)tht Company I I I I 1 
Tom! Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 

Florida G roup: 

Florida Power & Light Company I I I I I 

Tmallbnkcd 4 4 4 4 ol 

Large Utility Group: 

Florid;~ Power & l.igh• Company I I I I I 

T01:1l Ranked 8 8 8 8 8 

Source: S:">lL lmcracti,·e. FF.RC Fom1 I 

RcSidcnual Elcctnc Sales Vol; Total Electricity Sales Yo! 

2()1\ 

2010 2011 
52.44°1.} 51.33% 
32.23'1.. 32.1 1% 
43.75°;0 42.54% 
27.43% 27.08•;., 

2010 2011 

I I 
27 27 

I I 
4 4 

I I 

8 8 

--+ Aorida Group :O.le.an 
:,c.•.xcludutJ!. H'L) 

• • -.: • • I.Jrge l nlnics 
Group :O.Ican 
{exc:lud~ng FPI.) 

1Cll4 

2012 2013 2014 
50.79% 50.23% 4l!.88% 
3l.42% 31.57<1ftl 31.48%, 

41.43% 42.69% 42.87% 
27.21% 27.96% 28.01% 

2012 2013 2014 

1 I 2 
27 27 27 

I I 2 
4 4 4 

I I I 
8 8 8 
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__..... folonJ.1 Poo..."'tt& 
u~h< Cumpm)· 

...... -- ~-­
_... .. ·· ;( .. . . . . 

........ --~ ... 

··-· 
""'· 

··x··· .... ~ 

......... . ·• .. -
• Flondt ( oroup ~ktn 
adudu<j;~PIJ 

• • / ·· ··· ••ey<••-·•··~ ---··-----4·~---~e..------·----~~~ ~t .. n adu.fingll'q 

.,. .. , ..... 

.?till ,!1111 

P ercent Sales (MWh) Other 
Anrwt~l Values 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

llcmd• Poucr & J.jghr Comp3n\ 3.99"•o 4.t2' 3.66 • 3.()3 • 3.02'% 3.11S' \.4--tl). .l.35 " 4.- 9"•. 8.!16'/o 

!)tf'.U)lhl Electric Group \lean (<'cludm,~o: I·Pl.l 25.51(1 .. 13.ts9'•f, 22.1iAr 22.2..J•o 21._3- .,,. 19.<r• t•u-· l'l.llh t9A? 19 .. W .. 

11on<.l.t Group \ k tn (cxdudm~ f'PL) 19.- o •• 2U.38.,,o lt.-19'' •• 20.t0" .. 16.4t•• 18.28";. t!!.(>')''• 19.34". 1- .44°'•• tS.lr"" .. 

l..tr>c l'ulnic• G roup 1'-km (cxcludtntt H'l.) 28.J7o,, 2!1.22" .. 26A I"o 26.5'1''• 26.0t"'• 24.61!" .. 24. ,s .. ,. 22.4-". ?1.1()". 21.n2'•· .. 
RankinJ,>s 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Str<u.~lll l·.lccrric G roup: 

Florida Po wer & Light Cornp<~nr t I I I I I I t t 2 

·rotal Ranked 2' 27 2, z- 27 27 27 2- 2- 27 

FlondJ (;roup: 

Honda Power & Lt~ht Compan\ I I I 1 t I t I I t 

Tm.tl Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 ·I 4 4 4 

l~c ltilit~ Group: 
11<>!1<b l'nwer & t.Jght Com pam I I 1 I I I I I I I 

Tm.tl R.tnkcd 8 8 8 I! X !! II lj 8 8 

Source: S:'\L lnt<racU\e, I I·.R( Form I 

Ttl Pub St, O thcr,R1rd Sak-. Vol: lntcrdcpart Elccrric S.tlc' \'ol: n c(lrtc Sale; For Rt-sale Vnl: Tnt:tl fclcctriCII\ S.tlc> \'ol 
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- ,., ....... . v .. .• ... }..L 

/"'\. ""' ~·· ··· · · )<t . 
. . . . . • . . ·X· . .... . 

_.,_ F1ondJ. Power & 

lod\t Ct>mp>nl 

... , .... ..__ __ ·x···· . ·· ···.-.-::--:-:---- .. _--... --. .... 
•• -><· •••• 

· ··X· · ··· · . ~ 

15.1~1 .......... --·-- .. ------- - -. - - .. 
..._ .. ....... -··. -.. \H.Uit ._ __ _ 

~ 

~ 

~---=--c-:--- · --a-- .• ·..- - .. .,_ .. .... 
- ._. Smugha IJ«tnc 

Group \fc-J.n 
«dudm~fPL) 

~ ,1~_11) .. ---~ .... ---... ----·----t----~ .... --_ ... ____ .. ____ .,... ___ .... 
:: 
"" 

;_1.111 

jlflll-

2'1U5 

rtooda Pow~r & Li¢n Comp:tny 

::.tr.u~:ht Uc:ctric Group ~le:~n .<\clud>njt I Pl.) 

rlonda Group Mcan (cxcludmg I'PL) 

Ltllte l cilmcs Group \kan (cxdudm • I- PI.) 

StrmAI" l'.lcc•ric Group: 
Flnrid;t Power & Lip;h1 Com pan) 

'lo<>l Ranked 

Flonda G ruup: 

l·lond;t Power & Ligh• Com pam 

Total Ranked 

La'l;e l ulil~ Group: 

l'l<~n<la Po"er& Li~h• Compan) 
Total Ranked 

Source: S:'\ I. lmcracm c, f'I.RC htrm I 

2005 
24.52 
4or 
32.51 
4-1.13 

2005 

4 

27 

I 
.. 
2 
8 

2m? .!ni l 

Year 

Usc per Customer 
Anm~:1l V.~lm:s 

2006 2007 2008 
24.39 24.211 23.41 
39.16 ;11.% ;- -, 
3239 32.42 ;o.•r 
-14. 19 -13.8() 4'.20 

R:w /Jngs 
2006 2007 2008 

J :l I 
27 2~ 27 

I I I .. 4 4 

I I I 

8 K II 

To1al F.lccmcil) S.tJc, Vol. Tout Electric Cus•o mcrs 

2t112 :!1111 

2009 2010 2011 

23.43 23.~~ 23.41 
34.9ll 36.116 15.39 
28.- 4 30.45 29.60 
-lUAU 4 1.96 ·11.12 

2009 2010 2011 

3 3 4 

z- 2~ 27 

I I I 

4 4 I 

I I 2 
li 8 K 

._. 1-loodJ Gf'n\1£' \lcln 
'e•du<img FPI.) 

• • • • • I~ lulwC's Gr\-.up 
\lean 'a.clucLru: J-1'1 J 

2012 2013 2014 
22.99 23.21 23.91! 
35.1JU 3-1.90 3-1.61 
29.10 z-.86 2!1.54 
39.06 r.s9 r .99 

2012 2013 2014 

4 s (> 

27 T 2~ 

I 2 2 
4 4 4 

2 2 2 

8 8 ll 
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X 

. . . . 

Ul)lr~. ---

2\1115 

x . 

\ 

. . 

Flonda Power & Light Compan1 

. 
·.)4 • •• 

~lr.u~hc Elt-ctnc Group .\k-.1n (c\cludtn): I'I'L) 

Honda Group Mean (e<cludJng rPI.) 
Ltr.l(c l'cilmcs Group ~lean (cxcludtn~ 1·1'1.) 

Strrughc ElcCLric Group: 

Florida Power & Light Com pan) 

Tmal R•nkcd 

Hond.\ Group: 

I 'lond• Power & Light Compan~ 

Toea! Ranked 
l..:argc L'ulm· Group: 

Flond.l Power & Light <.ompam 
Total Ranked 

~ource: S:-:L lntcmcuve, I'ERC Form I 
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Change in Customers (%) 

\ 

·'tX 
~· ····· -x.. 

' ···· ~·-,. )k,. 

Z,lil 

\ 'ear 

Change in Customers (%) 
Annual Vrum:s 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
2.3<~• 2.CJ3°o 1.9~· 11.29"'• 0.24% 

t.ss•. 2.1Jl!'o 1.115. 11.1!1 0.43''• 
:ut•. 2.64~~1 1.89"' .. 1!.31"• 11.29"· .. 
U.9U~'~~~, IA3u,~~, l.tH 11

" 11.96" o.-6% 
R11nkings 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

li 10 9 24 17 
27 2~ 27 27 2~ 

2 4 2 3 3 
.j 4 .j .j 4 

I 2 I II 6 
II I:S II II 8 

Total EJect ric Custorncr' fur Currcny Ycu and PrcYlou-, Yc~u 

2010 
o.-~-·· 

11.66° 
H.5'""0 .. 

t•.S()Y 11 

2010 

20 
27 

:; 
.j 

5 
8 
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~ A-.>Oda ~ .... , & 
t..:~t c.omr.1n~ 

- - S1r11,Wlt Ell"CJnt· 
GI'O\lp \1can 
<l<cludm~tfPI 

- • flond.t (.jroup Me: .an 
t::(C.Iucbng 1- Pl. 

..----

~II\ 

2011 
U,5<)•to 

11.6l 0 n 

tl.Vi'•u 
UAl'',, 

2011 

7 
27 

2 
·I 

4 

8 

• • 1( • • LMJ!'t" t: ubun (.ruup 
)J<ao ndudin~ 1-1'1 ~ 

2012 2013 2014 
u.65•·. I.IUO • ... -. . 
11.55 o.-lr • 0 --tr~ . .. 
u.~_l0 o 1.42°/o 1.24°,, 

IU4"" U.5 ... 0 'o 0.56"·• 

2012 2013 2014 

<) 6 I 
27 27 2" 

2 3 I 
4 4 4 

' I I 
8 8 8 
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~~~------~·-· ----~~.--------------------------------

20tl6 

~o.~. 

I.IX~o 

·I.S.r~~ .. ---------

.. , 
, ' 

. . ·. 

Year 

. . . . 
··-x· 
~ 

/ 

Change in Sales Vol (5-Yr CAGR) 
Annual v,lfues 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Florida Power & Light Companr 2.55% 1.65°!.1 l.l6% 0.76% 0.09% 0.17% 
Straight Ekcrric Group :-kan (excluding Fl'L) l.4J% 1.42()~. 1.90% 1.30% -O.'lt)% 0. 15% 
Florida Group :-.leon (excluding FPL.) 2.1 1% 1.25% 1.1)7•;,, 0.56% -0.48~~. -0.06% 
Large t!ti~ues Grouo Meon (excluding FPL) 1.4(1% 1 .351~· 2.45% 1.42% 0.43°/o 0A3% 

Ra11kinKS 
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straight Electric Group: 
Florido Power & Light Company 4 10 2:\ (7 " l3 
Tot:tl ll'\nked 27 27 27 27 27 27 

Florido Group: 
Florida Power & l.ight Company I I 2 2 l 2 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Larj\e Uli~t)' G roup: 
Florida Power & Light Comp:~ ny 3 2 ; 6 2 7 
Total Ranked 8 8 8 8 s 8 

Source: SNL lnterocuvc, FERC Form I 
S Y<:.tr Ci\GR Total Retail F.lecr ric Volume, To'"l (C\IWh} 

' ' 

....._ ·. 

2011 
-0.40°'• 
-0.51'Vu 

·0.91% 
-0.50% 

2011 

10 
27 

I 
4 

5 
8 

·. 
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.....,__ Aorida Power & 
Ught ComJ>'.ll'lV 

-- $1r111-:hc FJectnc 
Gtc,up !\-lean 
'c:ccludm~ FPL) 

.._,.. Flond;t (jrvup .\lno 
'cxdudU\~ I· Pl.) 

)< • • • • • L~ lu!Juts Group 
~h.-~n (nd~~<ling; Fl)l.} 

2012 2013 2014 
-0.1 -1% 0.01% -0.03% 
-0.41% 0.57% -U. ll % 
- l.l2% .{).52% ·O.i0°A· 
·0.84% -0.02% -0.89% 

2012 2013 2014 

9 I \I 12 
27 27 27 

I I I 
4 4 4 

3 6 3 
8 8 8 
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·-- .. -
,!U,!IT o 

lflllt,. 

'·""· Jr.--' 

. . ........ 

2005 

Floncla Po\loCf & ught Compam· 22.88'''0 
:.tr.u!(ht llcctnc Group ~I em (ncludlll!( I 1'1.) 21.19"n 

l'lon<b Group ~kan (cxdu<ung FPI.) 5.22% 

L1r~c L ulioes Group :O.lc:an (exdudtnt: 1·1'1 .) 23.\.HY\·, 

2005 

Str:u)(ht Elcc1tic Gro up: 

l'l•>rida PO\\'Cr & ught Comi'"O) 10 

·r(>lol Ranked 27 

Hund.1 Group: 
Honda Power & li)(ht Comp;tn\ 1 
TotAl Rank~ 4 

l.2rgc lolitY Group: 

llond• Power & L.ij(ht Comp.m\ 3 

TotAl Ranked 8 

Sour«" S:-< L lmcr.lCU\'e, f ERC Fom1 I 
>Juck--ar Gt:nt'rauon; Net (;cnc.:r:tuon 

Percent Nuclear Generation 

Year 

P e rcent Nuclear Generation 
Annu:lf V.tfues 

2006 2007 2008 2009 
24.-13'. 2:!.4tr' 25.29' 23.-l'o 

2t.ll6•. 21.HAI'. :!t.K1 • 21.25' I) 

5.92'''!1 5.54''• s.-.,.,., 4.(>1 ° .. 
23.69'' ., 21.)5' .. 23.24"'• 23.•-r~· ,,, 

R:u1kin"s 
2006 2007 2008 2009 

9 II lCI 10 
27 27 27 z-

I I I I 

4 4 I 4 

3 ' \ ' s H II ~ 

-· :!11)) 

2010 2011 
22.9!1'. 21.02'''• 
20.-3 0 21.(1i! • 
0.00'' IJ.tMl'1o 

2.3.HPn 21.-'l'''• 

2010 2011 

IO 12 
2? 2~ 

I 1 
4 ·I 

' \ 

l> K 
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~f.lttrkU Pou-cr b.. 
b.<f>tC.ompam 

-- ~u-.ugh1 f:.lron< 
Group \le"Jn 
ndudmgfi'L 

--. • Hor1d:1 (.,ruup \lc-Jn 
ndudm~H'J.) 

• • •·· ~lubles.Gt'04.1p 
\tc-.:an n:docbng I :VI 

2012 2013 2014 

16.46'• 23.66' 24.1-•'o 
2u.-- • 20.ut 2tl.l>8 .. 

(I.(Nl'l .. (),(lO"'n U.(NI"• 

24.U9° n 2J.85t)'(, 24.91>' .. 

2012 2013 20 14 

13 10 l(l 

2~ :r z~ 

I I I 

4 4 4 

s 3 l 

8 8 li 
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/ 
.... ~ --· ·-- .. _ 

\ .. .: . . . . . . .. 
• ..<t ••••••• ,.... • • • -·-------. -···- ... -... -..._,_, -.. -.... . . . . ·~. 

\ "*•H••••X 
.... )(.. ... . 

x· -- .. . . ·~ .. .. ···X· . 
/ . 

lilt)' 0 

.... ,... 

IHI,., ----

2UU5 2111~ ~11111 2U12 :!\11) 

Yrar 

Energy Losses I T otal Energy Disposition 
Annual lf;lfues 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

fl•>nda ro ... ·er & Light Comp•m 6.89 • 6.95• •• 6.5~.,. f>.51Y • 6.58" . 6.28''• 6.12'. 

~lllU)(ht Oectnc Group ~le:tn (c•du.tm~e 1·1'1.) 4.9!1". 4.86• .. ~.113" . M<r 5.ttr 5.32"· 5.1-. .. 

l'lunda Group ~leu> (excluding I'PI.) 4.55% 4.65"'• 4.61r" .. ~..-..• 5.1Xl"'o 6.11-"• .1.3"" .. 

1.11'\!C L ulitics Group \le:tn (cxcludinl! I·PI.) J.94°;n 4.271)11 ).9:;''., 4.111" · .. 4.42'' ,. 4.38"'" .... -<r•t.. 
RunkinflS 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 20 11 

Stnoij.~ht l'.lecuic Group: 

Florida Power & l jghr Companr 2 I ~ 3 3 8 7 
Total Ranked 27 2~ 27 27 27 ?~ _, 2~ 

llondJ Group: 

1·1onda !'ower & Light Comp>n' l l I l I 2 I 

l'otill R•nked 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

l."tge l ubt,. Group: 

Flond• Power & Light Com pan~ I I I I I I 2 

Totill R.tnked 8 8 II 8 8 8 8 

Sourc~: S:-.. L lntemcmc,I·EIK Form I 

EnerJzy Ln.scs; Tmal Di>po"uun ui Enc'f{l 
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~ Arn..U. Pov.-cr & 

IJ~h1 Compln\ 

- .,_ Str1le,ht FJcC'tnc 
Group~kt.n 

o:dudm~FPI 

~ • HnrW GtVup ~fc-,n 
'X (<xcludm~ FPL 

•• I(• . u~ l:nbUM Grnur 
\le~ och.kbnl,! llll 

2012 2013 2014 
5.89" 0 S.il!l'"o 5.28 • 
4.lJ-· .. 4.54·. 4 16'. 

~.(ill' '• 4.29n;, 1.36·· 
~.IMJ"., 3.9-~~·., 2.8Mu., 

2012 2013 2014 

7 - J(l 

27 r 27 

2 l 2 
4 4 4 

2 I 2 
1\ 8 8 



;Qit.lll 

-.... n . .. .....,. L: ._ . ~ . 

Benchmarking Workpapers 
Situational Assessment 

Accum. Dep. I Gross Plant 

-~ --.......:.· · · ··· ~.{ .......... ~ .... .. ·~ ...... . 

Docket o. 160021 

Benchmarking Workpapers 
Exhibit JJR-6. Page 10 of 34 

--+--fl·ntWPc)\l,~t& 

li~t Comp.t .. 

. -- ... 
.._ - -· . ............ 

. .. ·A· .• ... ·~· ... . . . - - - --- - -~ ....... )( ·-- .. . .,.._ .. ..... 

1 511.(~ 1 

ltlltfl(l 

.!<Ill llH2 

Y~ar 

Accum. Dcp. I Gross Plant 
AJ>nu:u Vnfucs 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

l~ond> l'ou·cr & Light Compan} 459.6- 448.13 4'5.85 416.91 401.88 

Str.u~tht Electric Group .\l dn (c,clud.n~t I Pl .) 416.56 40~.05 396.1~ ,-,).% r2.11 

Honda Group Mean (cxd udang FPI.) 403.65 39'.19 3-5.89 152.20 '133.41 
Ltfl!c l uhue, Group Mean (e~cludtn!! H'l.) 409.21 405.9- 41)4.02 19.2 . .31 .l~-.92 

R:mkin~ts 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Saraaght Electric Group: 

l lorida Power & Laght Com pam• R 7 7 5 7 

TotAl Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 

Hcmctt Group: 
I lunda Power & Light Companr I I I I I 

lou! Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 

Lut:c l ul"' Group: 
Honda Poucr & U!(ht Compan\ I 1 2 2 3 

T<>t.oi Ranked 8 8 8 II b 

Source: s :--;L lnacrncti,c. l·hR< h>tnl 1 

,\ccum Deprcc·Tot,ll Elcc l'bna (SOOO); Tot:tl l.Jtil Pbna,Ficctrac (StKWl) 

2010 2011 
390.2~ 361.98 
366.(>2 .161.33 
332.-o 311 12 
384.90 11!1!.22 

2010 2011 

7 12 
27 .,~ _, 

I I 
4 4 

4 ::; 
g 8 

' -6 - - ~=gh• FJmnc 
Gcnup \ le.an 
C'<clothn~ !'PI 1 

• Fl()tld.t Group :.Oir Jn 
(C'x.cluilin$! rPLJ 

• • • • • Lu~ l ahDN GniiUr 
\lao aduthn~ n)l 

2012 2013 2014 

Hl.61 323.45 312.5!! 
35- <)J 351.96 345.'14 
1.11.59 332.18 328.00 
,-1.17 365.66 359.9-

2012 2013 2014 

22 21 23 

27 2- 2~ 

J 3 3 
4 4 4 

ll 8 ll 
K 8 8 
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X ._......., Flond:t Power & 
• • rJght Cump.u'~ 

.. ~ ·······)<t .· , • . .. . . . . . .;.. , .. ~ ·· ·· ... x ....... _.....x· ··-- -- -11- - · ... ~-·- ·ti 
"" ... ----2)1),UU . -. .-II- - - .._ x ........ x· -, .-- ~, 

lii\J.f~) ----

..,._ .. ....... . . 
_ .... -·· . 

... .. ...... .. -• ·- .... 
- -- Str:ugh~ El«"tnC 

Group \lc.1n 
lc:-xcluchng FPL) 

15l1.1)() ~--------------.----~=::;:::;;;;;1(1----~· .... --..... =r==::-..::;:::::..:::~.;::=:= ..... -.. -

• • • 
nonda c~oup \1('2.0 

(cxclucbng FPI.) 

1110.00 ----

5CI.tl0 ----

ll.l~l _,__ _____ _ 

2/l05 2008 20Hl 201 1 201~ 

Year 

Non-Fuel Production O&M per Customer 
AJmu:J V.~Jucs 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

rlorida Power & uglu Compa.ny 123.58 124.67 129.73 135.54 131.13 

S1r.tigh1 Elccuic Group ,\k"'n (excluding FPL) 221.21 223.62 244.47 249.91 255.15 

l"'lorida Group Mean (exclucling FPL) 177.10 175.21 182.8~ 194.75 214.51 
Lafl'C Utili ties Group Mean (exclucJing Fl'L) 235.43 ?42.33 263.18 263.12 264.52 

Rnnkini?S 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Straight Electric Group: 
Florida Power & Light Cornpanr 6 (, 4 4 4 

Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 

l"'lorid:tG roup: 
Florida Power & ugln Cornp:tO)' I l I I I 

To1al Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 

Large Utility Group: 
Florida Power & Light Company I I I I l 

Total Ranked 8 8 8 8 8 

Source: SNL hner.tctivc, FERC Form I 

2013 

2010 2011 
148.66 150.24 

269.83 263.98 
213.57 217.95 
282."7 277.00 

2010 2011 

4 6 
27 27 

I I 
·I 4 

I l 

8 8 

• • IIC • • L.afb'"C t:tWt«cs Group 
\le~n (ClCch,dml: FPLJ 

2UJ·I 

2012 2013 2014 
147.2~ 141.42 134.71! 

263.72 262.35 289.24 

211.00 183.53 211.67 

262.33 264.54 313.11 

2012 2013 2014 

6 6 .5 
27 27 27 

I 2 2 
4 4 4 

I 2 2 

8 8 I! 

Total Power Production 0&.\1 Expenses less fuel, Purchased Power, and Other Expenses; Total Electric Customers 
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11111 

Non-Fuel Production O&M per MWh Produced 
Annu:J V:rlucs 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

florida Power & l .a):ln Company 5.7 1 5.71 5.9' 6.-13 6.1 1 6.'4 6.68 

$araiglu Elccmc Group \lc:m (exdudang FPL) 8.48 liLt! Il l.'!! 11.30 12.42 11.75 12 .. 13 

Florida Group \leln (excluding l'PL) 1\. 12 5.9~ 6.25 6.96 8.11) 7.34 7.77 

Large lJuhue- (.;roup \lem (excluding FPI.) -.·PI 7.!19 1! .. 15 8.52 9.22 '1.4- 9.61 

ll:mkir1~ 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 20!0 2011 

Str.ught Electnc ( .mup: 
Flonda Power& lJ)(ht Comp.tn! - !! .. 9 ·I - 5 

Total Rankt~l r 2' 2- 2- 2' 2- 27 

f'locida Group: 
f'locida Power & I Jl\ht Com pan)' 2 3 2 I I I I 

Tot:tl R:tnkcd 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Large L'tilttv Group: 
norida Pcmcr & l .a.~hc Cc1mpam- I l I I I l 2 

Tow Ranked II 8 II 8 s 8 8 

Source: S'-1. lncerJcu,·c. FERC 1-'orm l 

Tnc.al l'ower Producuon 0&.\l E'pc:"'e' less Fuel. Purdusecl Power, and Other E'pt:nscs: Tmal ~ct Generation 

-- '\tta.~~t ElccttX 
(,roup \1~.10 
C'XcludmgfPI.,I 

--w • f1oncb Group \l('ln 
e<cludmgfl'4 

• • tt • • L.ar~c l~ubuc..;. ( ;n•ull 
~lc;~.n ·e,c;JudJn,:; 1111 

2012 20!3 2014 
6.56 6.13 5.72 
12.89 12.88 1'\.2~ 

'.5.1 6.79 7.51 
<),!lH 1!!.03 11.51 

2012 2013 2014 

I .) 2 
2~ 2' 2' 

I 2 l 
4 4 4 

2 l l 

!! X l! 
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Non-Fuel N uclear Production O&M per Nuclear MWh Produced 
At>flmu V:lfucs 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 20 t0 2011 

f'lorida Power & I J~:ht Company 16.15 15.32 I ~.41 16.88 l-t.2., I 9.11 20.71 

Str.ught Elcc1 riC C roup Mean (excluding FPI.) 14.65 18.66 1 9.5~ 20.27 22. 11-1 21.1 2 21.43 

f'lorida G roup Mean (c, ducling f'PL) 15.06 12.72 14.5J 14.29 21.4.1 

Lare.c L'ulitic< G ruup \lcdn{cxdudinJl FPL}_ 11.29 13.59 14.9H 1~.31 1(,,4{) 1(,.63 16.33 

Rrmkli•flS 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

S1r.11ght Elec1nc (iroup: 
Ronda Power & IJ)(hl Company 13 II lU II II K II 

Tollll Ranketl 16 16 I~ 15 15 14 14 

f'lorida G roup: 

Florida Po wer & l .>l(ht Cumpany 2 2 2 2 I I I 

To tal Ranked 2 2 2 2 2 I I 

Lafb"' Utilil1 Group: 
Florida Pow~r & I J)(ht Compan) (I 6 (, - 5 6 -
Tollll Rank<'<l II 8 K 8 II 8 8 

Source: S" . ln1cracmc, FERC. Form I 

'-on l ucl 1\:uclear 0 & ?-f '"'' Fuel "xpcnses: :--:uclcar Gcncr.tnon (;\IWh) 
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..... 

. ... - .,_ ~tJ'AJWu EJrcmc 
Group~!""' 
cxdudJt>j< !'PI ~ 

_.,. • Flcmd.t Ciroup \l('.ln 
t"<dudmg ~l'l~ 

•••• • r~Q.!C Fnlmc-. (tf •lUJl 

\lean exdudm~ J Pl.) 

20t2 2013 20 t4 
25..15 16.41 14.34 
27.-17 26.{4 23.'11 

l~.'il! 18."i ICJ.~' 

2012 20U 2014 

1ft 6 .I 
14 14 14 

I I I 
I I I 

(, 5 2 
K g K 
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N on-Fuel Steam & Other Production O&M per MWh P roduced from Steam & Other 

111.1" ------

• 

__.,__ Aoocb Po\J.:cr & 
l.l$11t Compat" 

• _... v 
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__. _.. • • • A t;;:~~;~r 
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.. A.' , .... - · --a 

~ -- .-:. ·~ . . . .. . . . ... 
:e (,IIJ ~ • •' , 

8.1111 -+---- -

- • Aoodl <..,..Jup \ltJn 
( C'Xci\Jd.ln~ (l>f 1 

~ IJIJ 

... -----..---.. • • • • • • • 
.!_ut 

• • • • • Lan.ooe L uhtlb <.rrnur 
\lc.J.t\ ncludsnl( I Ill 

unu --
2tkt; 2t•16 ,21111"" 2t. ~'l :!WJ 2tll11 21>11 2HI2 )Ill Z.Ht 

Vt-.u 

N on-Fuel Steam & Other P roduction O&M per MWh Produced from Steam & Other 
Annu"l V:tlucs 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 20t4 

Honda Po"'cc & Light Compam 2.61 2.6U 2.6(, 2.911 2.6-1 3.06 2.94 2.83 2.95 2.9~ 

Str.u;:ht fJcctnc Group \le:>n (exdudm~: !· !'!.) 6.16 6.511 -.!(t -.6-1 !1.39 8.26 lUll 11.61 8.95 9.5-1 

Hond• Group ~lean (e<cludm~ I t>t.) 5.59 5.43 s.-u 6.43 -Au 6.4~ 6.!19 6.-- 6.64 -.4-1 

l.t~c Ltiliues G roup ~kJn (c,cludtnj: 1'1 11.) 5.9- 6.38 6.51 6.'!2 - .69 7.62 -.-n ~.63 - .-4 s.-., 
Run kinQ.f 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Straight lilcclric Group: 

Floridn Power & Ligh t Comp>n~ I I I I I I I I I 1 

Total Ranked 26 26 2(• 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 

Hond.1 Group: 

Flund• Power & Li>tht Comp>m· I I I I I I I I I l 

Toui!Unk.cd 4 4 I 4 4 4 ~ 4 4 4 

l~rgc L tilil\· Group: 

llond> Power & Lt~tht C:omp•m I I I I I I l I 1 I 

Tot.tl R.tnkcd 8 8 I! 8 l) 8 8 8 8 l! 

Suucce: s:-: t. l ntcr:tCU\'C, I I·.R( Form I 

:-ion· Fuel Steam & O ther O&M le's Fud Expense'; Ste:tm & Other C cncration (M\X'h) 
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X 
~ f-1·~ PO\\cr&. 

• ~ 

I.JghtComp.lm 

- - ~trll~l l:.kcu1c 
Grnup~lcm 

acludm~fPL 

- • Hone!> Gr<nlp ~le>n 
(c.,;dulin~ FPI.) 

. . ..-- . . ..... 

~~ I ,.,.,.. • • --J;;· • -- •./a - • -" ...- ..--

I lUI 

!~WI'S 

. ,r-- .. -fir .• 

!IJ III 

Yc.u 

··­......... . - ·-

.!<Ill !IJI2 

Transm ission O &M per Customer 
Annu:tl V:thu:s 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Hcmd~ Power & ughr Comp.m)' 13.14 14.82 13.53 t~.-9 12.90 16.99 

::.tr:u);lll Uectnc Gmup \h.-.n (exdudtn); r Pl.) 43.28 43.84 51.51 '>1.52 49.36 53.-1-

l·londa Group ~lean (<-xcludrng rPL) 18.35 211.911 2U.% 20.89 21.81 23.11 

l .. o~c L ulnrcs Group .\lc:on (cxdudtn.L: I 1'1 .) 4".82 51.14 59.U" 6' .. , 69.86 '74.55 

Ranl.itlJ.'!I 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straight Electric Group: 
Honda !'ower & Light Cornpan) 4 3 2 ' .) .I 

Total Ranked 27 27 ?' _, 2' 27 
,., _, 

HnndaGmup: 
l·londa l>owc:r & ugh• Com pam 2 I I I I 1 

Tut>l Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 4 

l .>.,;e L ttlm· Group: 
Honda !'ower & Lrghr Compam 2 I I I 1 I 

TotJ.I !Unkt-d 8 8 R 8 8 I! 

Source: S:-\L lmcmnh-c, FI'.IH l'urm I 
Transmoss O&t-1 Exp: Towll-.lcctnc Customers 

2011 
19.92 
<;<).'ill 

26.23 
'(o.')-1 

2011 

3 
27 

2 
4 

1 
II 

• • I( • • l....n..'C' Lu4un LrouJ1 
~tun C""<CWJin,i: l PI 

2012 2013 2014 
22.1- 19.~ 21).96 

65.66 -3.24 86311 
2".80 30.111 32.5!1 
- - .83 76.74 94.8(, 

2012 2013 2014 

·' 3 ' 27 z- 27 

2 2 2 
4 4 4 

I 2 2 
8 8 8 
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y 
• •• _.....,_ Hor:d.a. P~<r & 

•• ;, l.t~t O:>mp.ln\ 
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~· :a> ... - ·" ... -

••• ~· · · 41' 

~··· · ., 
..... ~· · · · · · · ., ~r 

. .,• _ ..... --.-- ... ., .; 
- ._. ~tr-.u..,-ht l:JC"Clnf 

G,.-.mp ~lt"lln 
c-.;duWn-.:1--1,1 .) 

-.. .... .. -.. 
• H4>rKb Gnlt.lp \le.&.n 

<'.'tdudi~ FPL.1 

0 111 

.2U6 

Ye-ar 

,ZUII 

Transmission O&M per MWh 
Annual V.tlm·s 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

rtoncJa Power & 1-'¢>t Compan1 11.54 11.61 11.56 11.6.> 0.55 

l)tr.U):h< Elccmc Group .\lc:m (nclutlm~ 1- PI u- 1.33 1.5<) .. -. 1.64 

Hond.t ( , roup .\lean (exdudmg FPI.) 0.5- 0.6(> (l.f>(a 11.68 u.-6 

l.at)1c lultucs G roup .\lc:m (excludmg 1'1'1.) 1.26 1.36 1.611 t.-n ;!.tl-1 
R:u1A.itJ~~'S 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Srl"'aight Electric Group: 

Flnnd.a Power & Light Com pan) s 8 4 ~ 3 

TO<ru Ranked 2- z- r 2~ 27 

lluntla G roup: 

Flond;a Power & Light Comp.an' 2 3 1 2 I 

Tot•l Ronk«i -1 -1 -1 .j -1 

L"rgc l ulny Group: 
llnnda Power & L~gh< Comp~m 2 3 I ' I 

Tmal R>nkcd 8 8 g II 8 

Source: S :--.: L !nttr.tcthc, Ff'R(' l·orn1 I 

Tran, nus<-0 &:11 l·.xr ; Tnt.ll I \lcetricity S.tk> \'ol 

2010 2011 
o.-t II.IIS 
I.(.J! l.!lli 
u.-6 tUl~ 

2.12 2.2; 

2010 2011 

6 , 
27 27 

2 2 
.j ·I 

I I 
g s 

• • I( • • L&fJ..'t" l nhtK~ Cruur 
\lt":Ul ndudm,;: n)J 

2012 20l3 2014 
11.96 0.85 o.R-
:!.In 2.311 H>!! 
u.95 1.05 1.08 

2.34 2.31 2 ... -

2012 2013 2014 

s 4 5 
27 27 2-

2 2 2 
-1 4 .j 

2 2 2 
8 8 b 
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_.....,_ FlondJ. 1\x..rr & 
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• • • • • • • • • • Y' . 
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ltlll 2ft I! 11111 

- ..,... ~tn~tdu Eltt1nc 
Gmup\le:an 
.-xcludm~FI'Lj 

Flond.a t.Jroup \fc.trt 
(ddudm~ £lll .1 

• • " • • l..u~ L uhuc" (...mop 
\lean ncl..bng H'l.) 

Transmission O&M per Mile of Transmission Line 
Atuw:rl Vttlues 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 20t0 2011 2012 2013 2014 

!l<>n<.la Power & lJght Comp>m s.-s 9.8- 9.1- •>.'.12 1>.63 11.43 13.11> 15.119 13.31 H.33 

:>tr.u~ht Electnc Group \lean (cxcludm~-: I Pl.) 1!!.113 18.16 ll.!i6 22.-u 16.112 U.56 16.'10 22.01 25.34 20.33 

1-lon<.l.c Group ~lean (cxclucltng I PL) 6.06 -.36 '.53 -.s- -.95 lUI ').l~l 9.63 10.19 11.15 

I .:l'l:C l ulaucs Group Mean (c~dudm~: FPI.) 8.68 lUP 1\1.23 111.40 13.88 U.U5 1 1.21 15.!Xl 13.51 15.91 

Rrtnkinf'S 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Str.ught Electric Group: 
Honda Power & Light Com1:r.1n) 19 19 I' 16 13 I') 17 I' 15 14 

Tmal Ranked 2(> 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 25 

1-lnnda Group: 
Honda Power & l.Jght Compam 4 4 4 4 3 4 ·I 4 4 J 

Tout Ranked .j 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

I.2Jl:c L ulnv Group: 

Hontl• Pmn:r & l~ght <..om pan) .j s ·I 4 I ' 5 5 4 4 

Tutal Ranked ' - ; - - -: , 
7 ' -

$nurcc: St\L fmcr.ocm•c, FI'.RC Form I 

Transmo~< O&M Exp (S<"KI); Len~th ofTrnnsmos$oon l.1ncs (~hie') 
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\'eat 

D istribution O&M p er Customer 
Annual V.•lucs 

200.5 2006 2007 2008 2009 
f'lnnda P<>wcr & l.J\:ht Comp•n1 50.89 65.86 61.94 6<1.35 54.42 
:.tr:ught f'lcctnc Gmup \lean (c,dudmg FI'L) 83.64 83.11l 93.02 913\ 94..1(> 

f'londa Group \ k•n (cxdud1ng I· PL) --.zs .,- .29 83.54 81.92 -9.4-

L1rgc luhucs Group \Jean (e'l:ludln!\ I 1'1.) 1!9.54 94.91 105.22 1114.(>3 1115.111 
R nnkinf!S 

200.5 2006 2007 2008 2009 
S=•ght El<:ctnc Group: 

f'londa Po"' cr & LJ~ht C:nmp.1m 3 5 5 ~ \ 

Tnral Rank<'<l r T r 2- 2-

Flnnd.1 ( , ruup: 

f'londa Power & laght Cnmpanv I I I I I 

Tm.tl R.lnkt:d 4 .j 4 4 .j 

Lu~:c L'ulny Group: 

f'lond.1 Pn\locr& I.J~ht ComrMm I J I I I 
Tmal Rank<"<~ 8 g I! !i l! 

Source: S'> l. lmcmcu\'c. FERC f'mm I 
l)iw O&~l 1:'.\ p; L'h Consumer Elce~ric Customers 

2010 2011 
5864 (>2.4(, 

'>5.4- 96.--

!11.9.\ 112.114 
112.-1 11'\.112 

2010 2011 

.. .. 
z- z-

I I 
·I 4 

I l 
lj I! 

- • Fk.ncb Group \lc..m 
acludtn~ FPL) 

• • I(• • Lt~ Lolm('') Gmup 
~lC".UJ 'acludan~ FPLJ 

2012 2013 2014 
62.5-. s-.45 ; - .(,.. 

93.82 9-.ss I!WIAI) 

- 8.81 82.6- s-.3s 
1m.2- 113.119 114.91 

2012 20U 2014 

~ .j .l 

2- 2- 2-

I I I 
.. .. 4 

I I I 
~ 8 8 
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~IIJj ,!till(~ !t•• .. ~Ill 

Distribulion O&M per MWh 
Annu.1/ V:.lu£·s 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

11on<b Powcr & Light Compan\ 2.15 2.8(1 2.(,.1 2.64 2.38 1.54 

::.trmght Elcctnc Group :\l~•n (c,dud<nj: II'I.J 2.88 2.81> 3.19 3.21 .H6 3.39 

l'lomb Group :\kan (cxcludmg I PL) 2.86 2.1!9 3.16 3.15 3.13 3.16 

l-11')(c lulitic~ Group :\le:on (cxclu<l111\: 1'1'1.) 2.94 3.09 3..\5 1.3!1 3.59 3.-o 

Rrmkini!S 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Straight Elcctnc Group: 

l'lund.o Power & Lt~ht <.ompan1 7 13 1(1 Ill 2 ') 

Tot.u R:tnked z- 27 27 2~ 2- 2" 

llund.o Group: 
f·lunda Pow~r & Ltght Complm' 1 1 2 2 I 2 

J'nt•l JUnked 4 4 4 4 4 ~ 

l .. ugc l nhn· Group: 

I londa Puwcr & Ltght Comp.1n1 3 4 4 4 2 3 

Total R.:mked 8 8 tl ll 8 8 

Source: S:-!L lntcr:ocriw, 1'1 RC l·urm l 

Distr-0&,\l l '.xp:Tnt S.tlc>: l ilt Cnsmr-Mwhl'S Sold ~C\\l1) 

- -· ... - _.. 
. it"' 

2011 , ---· ~ 
"1.4'1 
.u~ 

3.90 

2011 

H 
2" 

2 
4 

2 
l! 

- .,_ Srr:u~ht f1«tn~ 
Group \Jan 
t'xciudm.: .f-Pt.: 

.-., • flooc:b Gmup \km 
~ndudm~~ fPI 

• • k • • (~ooe l ull'le'o (,rnup 
M= aclu<hng 1·1'1 

2012 2013 2014 
2.&J 2.59 25-

HS 3.63 3.-1 
.l.2(> 3.45 3.61 
\.83 4.08 4.12 

2012 2013 2014 

K 5 5 
27 r 2"" 

2 I I 
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A&G Expense per Customer 
Annual v ,,/ut·s 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

llonda Power & Ught u>mp-~n1 w - .91 99.6-1 ,5.'5 ~6.19 -~.51 

!>cr.ll):ht Electnc Group \k-an (ncluchn~ f·PI.) 1- 1.66 ~ --_26 1'(>.59 1'2.9~ t-s.-3 
£·1nnda Group Mean (cxcludmg rPL) lll2.6' 166.24 183J).l 1Ml.35 16-1.21 

L>rRc L ulmcs Group ~lean (exclud>n(( FPI.) n .29 182.81 186.02 1!11.14 186.23 

Rnnkings 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Strl>Aht Elcccnc Group: 

I ' lorida Power & Light Comp.ul) ) 2 2 2 I 

·1 m.al Rank~-d 2' 27 27 r 2-

Honda Group: 

l ·lnnda Power & Ught CompJn\ I I I I I 

Tout Ranked 4 4 4 4 -1 

l.ll},'C lulny Group: 

11omb l'oucr & Light C:omp.tn\ I I I I I 

Tmai!Unkcd !l II II II ll 

Source: S='L [memctl\ e, l' l Rl l·orm I 

\&G C)~\ I Exp; l ilt CmNamcr Hlcctric Customc" 

2010 20 11 
- 2.56 '11.48 
19- .(.9 191.52 

181.35 162.0' 
L98.<)H lll-1.5' 

2010 2011 

2 I 

27 2~ 

I I 
4 .j 

I I 
II 8 

- - S1r:ugh1 Elennc 
Group~l<an 
("\:.dvdtru~ FPL 

_. • Rund.a Group \lc-.1n 
exdudm~ FPL1 

• • IC • • 1~~ t tihoc" (,mur 
\1...., csdudltlo 11'1 

2012 2013 20 1~ 

1)2.48 s- .98 - 5.20 

201.26 190.6- Ul-1.-

1'10.'1 186.1J.I t-s.U9 
l!!'.s; 184.43 1'6.68 

2012 2013 2014 

2 2 2 ,, _, 27 27 

I I I 
4 -1 4 

I I I 

I! 8 8 
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~ Flon<lt Power& 
Li~h1 Compan) 
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,1'11,• X• • • • • • ~-.--.--......-.~. • • • • • • ~ • • ·~ -- Str.!;Jf.,_•tu Elecmc 
(..roup ~kln 
(.-xcludm)\ FI'L) 

S.t'lt 

~ 
:< ..... 
"' 4 .1);1 

},lili 

2.(HI 

I.UI) ~ 

(>.(JO> 
2t)05 ~fl(\6 200: 1008 1009 1010 1011 

Ye-ar 

A&G Expense per MWh 
Annual Values 

2005 2006 2007 2008 
Florida Power & Light Company 4.56 4.24 3.23 2.02 
Straight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 6.1 4 6.25 6.21 6.22 
Florida Group ~k-an (excluding FPL) 6.75 6.12 6.90 6.47 
L:u:ge Utiijties Group Mean (excluding FPL) 5.75 5.97 5.95 5.85 

R:mkines 
2005 2006 2007 2008 

Straight Electric Group: 
Florida Power & Lil(ht Com pan) 7 6 2 2 

Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 

Flo rida G r<lup: 
f'londa Power & Light Company I I I I 

To tal Ranked 4 4 ·I 4 

L1rgc Utiijty Group: 
Flonda Power & Light Com1>an) 3 I l I 

To tal Ranked 8 8 8 s 

Source: SNL Interactive, FERC Form I 
A&G-O&M Exp: Tot S:1les: Ult Cnsmr-~lwhrs Sold (~l\X11) 

2012 :!013 

2009 2010 20ll 
3.26 3.1 4 3.45 
(>.80 7.26 7.17 
6.38 6.94 6.45 
6.35 6.43 o. l l 

2009 2010 2011 

2 3 ~ 

27 27 27 

I I I 

4 4 -1 

I I I 
8 8 8 

_. • flond1 Croup )lean 
(e-<duilio.~ H 'U 

• • • • • l..J.r~c Cuhuc~ Group 
;\k:.lfl {<::u:lu<hrl~ Fl 'LJ 

.W14 

2012 2013 2014 
4.1 4 3.96 3.39 
7.65 7.23 ' .03 
7.91 7.69 7.17 
6.41 6.27 5.97 

2012 2013 2014 

6 6 3 
z~ 27 27 

I I I 
4 -1 4 

I I I 
8 8 8 
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201U 2011 

Customer E xpense per Customer 
Annu.1l Values 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Florida Power & Ltghr Company 41.25 52.61 52.56 59.47 58.01 

S<might Electric Group Mc:tn (excluding FPL) 63.85 64.31 67.48 ~(J.74 74.87 

Florida Group Mean (excluding FPL) 79.()3 79.25 85.28 88.()() 99.59 

l.:tr~c Utilities Group :'>leon (excluding FPL) 65.24 66.32 71.26 74.98 75.8~ 

R an.kin!!S 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Slf':light Electric Group: 

Florida Power & Ught Comp:~n) 2 13 10 12 II 

Toml Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 

Florida Group: 
clocida Power & Light Comp~ny I I I I I 
Total Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 

1-·trgc Utility Group: 
Florida Power & Uj(lu Comp:tn) 2 3 2 3 3 
Total Ranked 8 $ 8 8 8 

Source: Sl'l. Interactive, PF.RC Form I 

Z0t2 2tiiJ 

2010 2011 

61.45 65.14 
81.(12 86.13 
101.43 10·1.4 1 

81.15 85.35 

2010 2011 

9 8 
27 27 

I I 

4 4 

2 2 
8 8 

Customer Accounts Exp; Cus<omer Service and Info Exp; Sales Exp; Ult Consumer Electric Customers 

- - Su:ught l::.lc(loC 
Gro,tp;\le-an 
1..-:xduchng FPL) 

llom.IA Grovp ~~~ 
J.cXdtailif'l't FPI .J 

• • )I( • • Lu~ l,;tWU('s GnHIP 
Mean 'exch.l<.bng f1'L) 

20 1.& 

2012 2013 2014 

63.15 59.86 57.70 

87.6i 86.47 87.82 
108.84 107.83 107.82 

86.00 92.63 1!!1.78 

2012 2013 2014 

s (i 8 
27 27 27 

I I I 

4 4 4 

2 2 2 

8 8 s 
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Honda Power & ughr C<xnpam 

Str.u.1.1h1 Elccuic Group \km (c,cludmJ.: £Pl.) 
Honda Group Mean (cxdudm~: FPI.) 

t~lfllC luhuc< Group :O.f«1n (cxcludm~ 1'1'1.) 

Stmight Ek'Ctric Group: 

Honda Power & Light Compan) 

T n1al Ranked 

Hnnd>Gmup: 

1·1onda Power & ught Comp.tm 

1'ma1 Ranked 

I.J~c Lulny Group: 

l·lon<b Power & ul(ln Comp3nl 

1'ma1 Ranked 

Source: S~L lnt~[';(CLi\C, r LIH l'nrm I 
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Customer E xpense per MWh 
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Y tJr 
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__..,__ fo\lf'ICb PtW.cr& 

Li~ht Cotnp;am 

• •• 
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• •• Gn~ \le-;m 
........-_. •X:..:.. n:dudmi!. 11'1 ' .... ., 

.!'11\ 

--.. HonJ.1 c~)up \IC)n 
'c,,c-luthn~ FPI., 

• • • • • lM:('r l bAincs (;~ mr 
\fnn ("cdudtr'\i! f"PI 

Customer Expense per MWh 
Annual V:1/uc:s 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

2.2-1 2.24 2.61 2.5-1 2.66 2.1!- 2.!13 2.69 2.60 

2.32 2.-1' 2.6-1 2.<>1 3.tl6 }.2<) '\.W 3.33 3.3H 

2.95 3.2 1 3.35 3.911 3.86 -1.n 1.44 4.46 4.42 

2.1" 2.2~ 2.4') 2.69 2.-6 2.91 .HI3 3.33 3.(.5 

RankinJ!s 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 20 11 2012 2013 2014 

IS 11 Ill 14 1(, 16 15 15 J3 
27 2" r 21 2, 27 27 2" 27 

1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 

-1 4 .\ 4 -1 .\ 4 4 4 

5 5 s 5 5 .\ .\ 3 ' 8 I! II 8 8 I> 8 8 IS 

Cuswm~r ,\ccount' Exp: (.u,tnmcr Scl'\·ice ancl Tnf(, Exp: Sale> Exp: T111 Sale-= LIt Cn>mr· .\lwhr< ~old (M\\'h) 
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Uncollectible E xpense per Customer 

.. X!· ···· ··x . . . .· ·. . . 
__.. . 

~· ·.. . . .)(. 
... ·.. .. . . ·. .· .·. ~· ··... . .. 141•1 

1.?.01 .. .. -~ 

E X· ••••••• .,(,_ 
~ HI.OII a 

s.Hn 

" 6m r c 

Florida Power & 1 .1~!11 Company 

Stra>ght ElccLnc Group ;\lean (excluding FPI.) 

Ronda Croup ~lean (c,cludmg FPL) 

bme l uhuc< GIYIUP \lc:;IO (cxcludin' rPI.) 

Smught Ell'Ctnc <.roup: 

Ronda Power & IJI(hl C:omp.m~ 
Total Ranked 

Florida G mup: 
Florida Power & I .Jj\ht Company 
Tota.l Ranked 

Large Utilin Group: 

Flocid3 l'o\\ cr & I J~ht Com pan~ 
Total tunked 

Source: S'l. lntcr.tcovc. FERC 1-<>rm I 

' ' .__ ·- -... _ 
\ 

·· - .. . 

Uncollectible Expense per Customer 
Anrw:tl V:~Jues 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

2.69 3.62 un 7.tl3 6.~, 

(d\3 7.80 ".911 9.28 10.64 

5.58 7.32 ~.24 9.16 10.51) 

111.45 IU.IH 14.'\1 16.53 IC>.III 
R:mkinlfS 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

(, l! ~ 10 ') 

z- z- ,. _, 2" 2" 

I I I I I 

4 4 4 ~ ·I 

I I I I I 

ll 8 8 8 8 

Cu't , \ccts l ncolk'Ctiblc Ace~> "'r; l It C:on>umcr f.lcc~r•c Cu,tomc" 

-- ... --

-... --

.!1>13 

2010 2011 
3.30 1.38 
8."7 8.54 
111.66 5.·P 
13.M 14.-o 

2010 2011 

5 5 
z- 2~ 

I I 
4 4 

I I 
II ll 

- - 'rr~t El('Onc 
Group \IC".an 
"ndudo>~ H>t 

...,.. • f.1onch (';mur \lco~n 
.. adudm~ Fl'l 

... 
• • •• • l ..lt1-,0C l luhuC". t;rour 

\lem .. ~d1XIut~ I·PI.) 

:!:1111 

2012 2013 2014 
2.09 1.9() 2.05 
7.6(> 7.22 '.49 
5.119 4.39 '\ .. H 
12.42 16.62 li!.ll 

2012 2013 2014 

5 5 II 
2" r 2" 

I I 2 
4 4 4 

I I I 
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• .X 

__,....... Flvnd.1. PowC"t & 
l.tgllt C<>mp;ut1 

- - Smu#tt Eleanc 
Group Mc:m 
(exduilin,e. FPL) 

O.lll \ -•~- ---- -· Flond;l Grour ~1e;m 
(c~cJudmg FI)L) 

"· 0.20"' 

li.IU 
• • W• • l..;a.q,oe LttiJUn Gmup 

_ _.. .... ___ _, ____ .. \le..n (c>td~Jdu1g 1---VL) 

u.ou ----~------
:wos 1fl06 2t11h 21)11 21.112 lOll 21114 

Year 

Uncollectible Expense per MWh 
Annu:1l V:•lucs 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Florida Power & l.ight Company 0.11 O.IS 0.17 0.3 1 ll.29 0.14 o.o; 0.09 O.o9 0.09 
Stmighr Electric Gmup ~lean (excluding FPL) 0.22 0.2~ 0.28 0.35 0.43 0.34 ().33 0.30 0.29 0.29 
Florida G roup Mean (excluding FPL)' 0.20 0.27 0.3 1 0.35 0.41 0.40 0.22 0.21 0.18 0.21 

I -'lrgt: Llt.iliucs Gmup ~kan (cxdudin • FPL) 0.36 0.38 ().49 0.59 0.59 11.49 0.52 0.45 0.63 ().69 
Rankin<?S 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Stnughr Eiocmc Group: 

Florida Power & l.il\ht Com pan) 9 Ill 9 IS II - 5 5 5 9 

Toral Ranked 27 27 27 27 r 27 27 2" 27 27 

f·lorid.t Group: 

Florida Power & Light Company 2 I I I I I I 1 I 2 
Toral Ranked ~ 4 4 4 4 ~ 4 4 4 4 

l.1rgc lltiliry Group: 

Floncla Power & Light Com pan) I 2 I 3 2 I I I I I 

Total Ranked 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

Source: Sl\:L lmcraco,·c, FERC Forn1 I 

Cusr Accts-UncoUcctiblc 1\ ccts Exp; Tot Sales: l 'lt Cnsmr-~ lwhrs Sold (:-.1\X'h) 
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\'car 

D ays Sales Outstanding 
Almu:tl V.?lues 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

l·londa Power & lj~ht Compam t9.8- 20.24 23.31 22.2- 22.46 24.0!! 

Strnoglu Ek-cmc Group ~lc.m (~xcluchng f'PL) 21.40 23.21 2·l.tl6 2>.23 22.88 20.89 

£lomb Group t\kan (excludjng f7PL) 20.87 20.84 21.25 21.93 20.25 2t).25 

l.al}lc ltilicic; Group ~lean (excludon.~: FI'L) 2~.54 r .-4 26.85 2<>.85 T.40 24.48 

Rankin~~· 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

$ornigln lilccoric Group: 
Floncb Power & I Jght Comp:tm 9 8 12 Iii 14 18 

Tot.ol Hankcd 26 26 26 26 26 26 

l londa Group: 
Flonda Power & ught Com pan\' 2 2 ' 2 -1 4 

Tmal Rank<-d -1 4 4 I -1 4 

1-oq;:e luluy Group: 
lloncla !'ower& l'~ho Compam· 2 J 4 \ 3 4 

Tout Ranked 8 s II ll 8 8 

~urcc: $:\L. !mcmcu\'c, rERC [·<lrm I 
Tooal Sales of Elcco nell\: \ ' 'CI"'JJ;C: of Customer Accounts Rcccl\',thlc fur Cum:nt Y car and Pre,·ious Y car 

2011 

19.46 
21.t~) 

211.94 
24.-8 

2011 

<) 

26 

2 
4 

·' 8 

- ._ ~tr.:u~h1 E.IC"CtnC 
Grmap~kAn 
1!'\d\Jt:bn~ n)l ~ 

-. • FICJond.1 Group \tun 
;.xcludutg FPLJ 

• • K • • Ltn.."C." l' alruc1 Group 
\l<an =ludmg 11'1 

2012 2013 2014 
211.69 21.18 t8.42 
211.-9 2t1.t6 18.9<) 
IH.-6 19.99 16.68 
24.16 23.48 2-1.35 

2012 2013 2014 

l 'l II 11 

26 r z~ 

4 2 3 
4 -1 -1 

' -1 3 
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Employees per Thousand Customers 
Annu:tl Vulucs 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

l·l<•nd2 Power& Light Compam 2.36 2.36 2 .. '-1 2.>~ 2.33 2.21 

Str.ught Eloctnc Group :'-lc•n (e,cludm~ 11'1 ' 3.69 3.45 U9 U9 :1.26 3.tl4 

Flood3 Group ~lean (cxcludmg rPq 3.51 3.4- >AS 3.46 3.34 3.26 

I "ttl!c L'tilitic> Group .\kJn (cxclu.l1n • I Pl.) 5.10 5.!1-l S.tl6 5.21 S.ltl 4.!!-

R:mkinps 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Stmight E lccloc Group: 

Hunda Power & 1-i)(hl Compan) 6 4 5 5 6 6 
Tut:U R.lnked 24 22 22 21 21 22 

I 'lond.t Group: 

Honda Power & ught Companv I I I I 1 I 

TuuiR.tnkcd _, j ; ; 3 3 

~c l'ulny Group: 
Honda Power & L.oghl Com pam I I I I I I 

Toul R.tnked 8 g I! !I 8 I! 

Soun:c: S"-L lmcmcU\·c, rERC Fmm I, SEC 1!1-K Filing" 

-·--4 

2011 
.216 
\.02 
3.3(1 
4.!15 

2011 

(, 

22 

I 

' 
I 

II 

....,.. • Annd:. Group ~lc.a.n 

:t'."<cludln~ H•t1 

• • l(• • Llf}..'"C' luhtin Gruuil 
~!em ndud.ng fl>l l 

.!1>14 

2012 2013 2014 
2.12 1.92 1.85 
2.% 2.80 2.81! 

.U6 3.33 3.24 
4.-9 4.64 4.6U 

2012 2013 2014 

(, 6 5 
22 23 22 

I I I 
3 3 J 

I I I 

8 8 8 

Emplm·cC': l 'h Con,unocr l'.lcctnc Customers (br!!e L'ulmc' Gmup Include. cmph>)C~> from non cloc uul <>Jl<:r.l!u>n') 
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~······~~· --.- flond~P.Nn& 

• • • -.- 1!"" Ught Cnnv~n,. ....... . ··- .,... 
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Salaries, Wages, Pensions, and Benefits Expense per Customer 
Aimu:ll Vuftu:s 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

Flonda Power & I Jl(ht Company 220.7-1 208.65 225.1'1 223.93 23!..\li 211.25 2-11.33 

Stra.ght Elecmc t ;r<><IJ> .\km (cxcludm~ 1' 1'1.) 326.93 330.69 33K.51 346.29 356.22 .Pt-3 369 .. H 

Florida Grou1> .\lc~n (exdudang f'PL) 3 11.6~ 283.54 29 1.42 294.28 323.78 .326.56 311.93 

Lu~e L1itiue< <•r<>UI> \ lt-.n (excluding 1'1'1.) 282.43 324.CHI >W.22 353.67 361.111 , .. 1.8-1 365.50 

R:~t~kin~ 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

Str.light Electnc Group: 
Flooda l'uwcr& !Jght Comp:•m <• 6 5 4 I 4 5 

To.:U R.1nkcd r 2- r z- r r 2~ 

Florida Group: 
Florida Power & l.aght Company I I I I I I I 

Tot:u Ranked 4 4 4 4 4 •l 4 

Large L'tihty Group: 
Aocida Power & ~ ~~h1 Compan) 2 I I I I I I 

Tot:U R.lnked 8 8 II 8 !l 8 8 

Source: :>'\I. lmcracu,·c, FER(. FMm I 

Tm.ol !>aLttlc>, \\'a~es, Pen<oons. :~ntl Bcnctits E<pcnse; L h C01mamer Elccmc Custome" 

- .,_ -..tnl~l Elrtmr 
t•roup \1,;-an 
ndu.hn~ FPI J 

--.. • lloncL Group \h·.ul 
e>dudm" I· Pl.) 

• • IC • • l .. :u1:..: Uuliu('-. (,roup 
M.:ln (cxdudm~ I Jll J 

2012 2013 2014 
25"~.ll~ 254.36 232.6:! 
3Ru.s~ 3"~5.31 J7tU6 
344.1- 333.47 318 ... 0 

P•U(, 3-6.ul r>.<>K 

2012 2013 2014 

;; 5 ; 
2- z- 2~ 

I I I 
·I 4 4 

I I I 
!I 8 !I 
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~ Flondl Pow«:r& 
Light Company-

~ w.oo '-----------
•• ·X· ••• • •• ?C .. ·X· .. . . . • ~.........--.--.-.-.-x·----·-·- ---

-...,. Str.ught f.l~c:rnc 
CruupMc;u'l 
{cxcludmg •·1)1..) 

--a. . .. . .. ·X· • 
e ~ ··•• ••·~ 
~ -~ · ·· .... 
i 6110HX' •····· 

... 

-«•.on 

20.00 ------------

...... ----~---
.!005 2007 2011 .!012 1UI3 

Salaries, Wages, Pensions, and Benefits Expense ($000) per Employee 
Annurrl Values 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
rtorida Power & Ughr Companr 93.53 88.47 96.44 94.38 99.99 104.53 11 1.97 
S~raight Electric Group Mean (excluding FPL) 92.48 94.50 100.68 99.41) 105.76 118.1)7 119.66 
rtonda G roup Mean (excluding FPL) 85.05 87.85 88.00 !17.83 100.50 1(10.66 9 1.90 
Lar>e Uti~Lics Group :.lean (excluding FPL) 59.78 68.43 7tl.- 5 '1.84 74.20 80.04 79.60 

R:rnkines 
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 20JJ 

Straight Electric Group: 
Flonda Power & L•ght Company 16 8 Hl I I ICJ 8 It 
Toral Rankt·d 24 22 22 21 21 22 22 

Florida Group: 
Rorida Power & L>ght Company 3 2 3 3 2 2 3 
Total Ranked 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Large Utili!)· Gwup: 
Florida Power & Light Company 7 - 7 6 6 6 7 

Total Ranked 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

Source: SNI.I ntcr.tctivc, rERC Form t,SEC IU-1-: fllinj(S 

.-... Florid:a Group ~fe-.en 
(c·.:~cl\ldm~ FPL) 

•• \1( •• r ... uge G"ulmc:s (iroup 
Mean (exdudmg 1--l)L) 

2014 

2012 2013 2014 
121.66 132.24 125.90 
124.85 130.0(1 129. 19 
98.70 100.12 104.33 
82.77 85.25 85.17 

2012 2013 2014 

12 I I It 

22 23 22 

3 3 3 
3 3 3 

7 8 -
8 8 8 

Total Salam::s. \X'a~cs, Pcnstons. and Bcnelits Expense; Emplo1ces (Large L:tilities Group mcludc. emplorccs from non-dec util operations) 



9\XIJ~I 

800.1~1 

Benchmarking Workpapers 
Productive Efficiency 

Total Non-Fuel O&M per Customer 

Docket No. I 6002 I 

Benchmarking Workpapers 
Exhibit JJR-6, Page 30 of34 

-X ~ Flond;a Power & 
• • Ught Comp:tn\' .. ·· .~ .. . .. . . v. • .... 

. . · n · · · · · . . ).C. • • • •• • ·X ., 
-ov.oxt --------

.. ... . ..,. 
~- · ..... · · ··· -- ··~· ~ __ _,..._ - - - -.. ···· ............. 

... x·· ,•-- •--
~·· (,00.00 . - ~,.....,.,__ ___ _ 

) f'IIJ,OII 

2()U.llH 

IOI).UH T 

B,OU --

201.)5 

....-•·-.. -

lUCI6 

Year 

20JIJ 2012 

Total Non-Fuel O&M per Customer 
Annual V:~Jucs 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
Florida P<>wcr & L1ghr Company 336.76 357.59 333.51 3 16.34 330.97 
S=ight Electric Grvup Mean (excluding fi'L) 583.66 59.>.61 635.17 640.21 654.54 
Flonda Grot~p Mean (excluding FPL) 534.43 518.89 555.66 554.90 579.58 
Lar •c Utititics Grou' Mean (excluding FPl .) <>111.35 64tl.OR 6H7.90 688.86 704...13 

Rilnkings 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
S=ight Electric Group: 

n orida Power & Light Company l 2 I I I 
Total Ranked 27 27 27 27 27 

Florida Group: 
Aorida Power & Light Comp:tny I I I l I 

Tor.1l Ranked 4 4 4 4 -1 
l~1rge l ' tility Group: 

Florida !'ower & w~ht Company I I I l I 
Total Ranked 8 8 8 8 s 

SoU<ce: SNL lntcrnctiw, FERC Form l 

2013 

20 t0 2011 
.358.30 3-6.24 

699.66 700.23 
(>01.39 592.69 
753.34 7-12.15 

2010 2011 

2 I 
27 27 

l l 
4 4 

I I 

8 l; 

Total 0&~1 Expenses less Fuel, Purchased Power, and Other f'.xpcns~-s: Ulr Consumer Elecmc Cu•tumer. 

- - ~tr.\lflht Elc."CtnC 
Gtu~.~p \lC111l 
elll:dudmg FPI.) 

__., f-lood;~ Group ~lc:.\tl 
,c:tcluthng FPLJ 

• • k • • 1...3~~ Utiliut-s Group 
~kan (c..-xdud1r1g FPL) 

2012 2013 2014 
387.61 366.34 345.68 
71 4.48 712.80 751. 13 
6li.l7 590. 17 6 14.54 
726.16 734.56 804.87 

2012 2013 2014 

I I I 
27 27 27 

I I I 
4 4 4 

I I I 

t! 8 8 
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.;. . 
.......:, •-' ~flond.a.(,u'l.lcr& 

_,. _. • - - « . • l~,ght C.omp:~n' 

~ -- --- ............ ..... ~'( --.----.-- . . ...... ·X· ............ ~~ 
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W.Ull 

Yc:.r 

Total N on-Fuel O&M per MWh Sold 
Annu11/ V.,/ut·s 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

llond~ Power & Laght Comp:~n• 1~.23 15.21 14.23 n.u 14.-19 

!>tr~•ght r:kcrnc Group .\lean (e•clutltn)l H'l.) 20.59 20.91 22.16 22.92 2~.61 

1·1onda Group Mean (excluding Fl'l.) 19.65 19.18 20.11" 21 16 22.65 

l .tlllC ltilttie> Group ~lc:tn (cxdudtn •1·1'1.)_ 20.05 20.84 2UIII 22.25 24.15 
Runldnps 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Stratght El<:ctric Group: 

I 'lond.t Power & Light Company 6 - .I 3 I 

TotAl Rankod 2; 2" 2" ,. _, 27 
I lunda (,roup: 

Honda Power & Laght Comp•m I I I I I 

Tmal Rmkod .I .J 1 4 4 

Large l ulity Group: 

Hund• Power & U),oht Comp.m\ 2 2 I I I 

l'm:ll lt.nkod 8 8 8 K 8 

Source: s:-:L lntcr.ICU\C, FFR< ' ''""' I 

2010 
15.-19 
25.16 
22.9" 
24.64 

2010 

2 

2" 

I 
4 

I 
II 

2011 
16.3(• 
25.60 
2HI 
2~.!10 

2011 

2 
27 

1 
4 

I 
H 

Tmal 0&~ 1 Expcr~>c' lc" h1<d, Purch3sed Power, and Other Expcn'c': Tm Sale;: l 'lt Cnsmr Mwhr, !>old (\1\\'h) 

Gruup~k.tn 

ncludm,: II'L 

--. • nm,,Jl GtOUr \l(:ln 

1<1<clu<long FPI.J 

• • J(• • Lcr~ luboc""' Gr-..up 
\lc-.10 nc~fPI 

2012 2013 20 1~ 

1".35 16.-19 15.59 

26.48 26.41 :z-.64 
25.14 24.39 25.12 
25.11 25.-- 2!1.119 

201 2 2013 2014 

2 I I 
27 27 27 

I I I 
4 4 4 

I I I 

II 8 l! 
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• - fJ,onJ.>I'o-A-cr& 
.,!# •.J-• Ll,tht Comp.tn\ 

).,_. .. . .,......-· .. ..• .,.,. 
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• • • • A _.. x·. .. .... _.. 

~ '""' .. -__ ... 
~ e 
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.!,Ill 

llonda Power & Light Comp:ull 

--

~tratl(ht Elccrnc Group .\lc:an (c"l<uhn~ I PI I 

llond.t Group .\le-an (excludon,~t I'PI.) 
i.JI)(c l twuc:> Group .\lean (e, cludongl'l'l .) 

Stmight Electric Group: 
Flond.t Power & Light Comp~n) 

Tot• l Ranked 

Hcm<ll Group: 
Flonda Po\\·cr & Light Compan1 
Tc>t2l Ranked 

I.J.I)tc l hUt) Group: 
Honda Power & Li):ht Cump.ln~ 

TotJI Ranked 

Source,; S'-.: L lntct:\CIII c, I·ER< Form I 

··"" 

2005 
5.56 --
6.66 
8.29 

2005 

5 
27 

I 
~ 

I 
8 

!fill 

Yc:u 

Gross Asset Base per Customer 
Annu:~l Vu/ucs 

2006 2007 2008 2009 
s.-3 5.93 (>.28 6.-6 

8.111 11.59 '1.21! 9.92 

6.1!6 ".31 ".99 8."4 

!!.65 1!.9 1 '!51! ttl. Ill 
R:mkinf!S 

2006 2007 2008 2009 

4 4 4 J 
27 27 2; 21 

I I I I 
~ 4 4 4 

I I I I 
II 8 I! s 

Total Utill'lant·Fiectnc (S!K Hl); l ' lt Conoumcr Electric Cuswmcr< 

2010 
-.us 
10.-H 
9.1ll 

!U.S!! 

2010 

3 
27 

I 
4 

I 
l! 

...... - ~ 

2011 
".61 
111.91 
9.4il 

11.11·1 

2011 

4 
:p 

I 
·I 

I 
8 

- e- .$u-;a,ght E.lmm.· 
('.-mup ~le:tn 
ndudme FPJ 

_. • t-lnnd.l (.,roup \lc.m 

1cxdud&n~ f-PI.J 

• • ..: • • ~C' luLt1C" (.rnur 
\lcltl ~ludtn.: rPI 

2012 2013 2014 

1!.211 s.r s.·· 
I t.H 11.81 12.441 
9.46 9.-~ lti.J<) 

11.6.> 11." 1 12.59 

2012 2013 2014 

7 ~ (, 

27 2" 2" 

2 2 2 
-1 4 4 

2 I I 
I! 8 II 
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Flondo Pow.-r & l•~o:lu Compan\' 

SrrJJI(hl I :k-ctnc Group \ l<:an (c,clutlm~o: Fl'l.) 
Flonda Group \ lean :<-cludmg I·PL) 
l_.rge L uhuc, Groun \lc•n rc,cludtnR ll'L) 

Stro1~h1 Elccrnc ( , roup: 

Flnnd.1 l'o\\cr& 1•~th• Cumpan~ 

Torol R:lnkcd 

llundJ GnlUp: 

Flond3 Power & 1J):ht Compan' 

Tu1.1l R.1nked 
l.:1rgc t· ulu\ Group: 

l·londl Pc>\\ cr & I Jght Comp•n' 

Total Ranked 

Source: S:-.11. lmcr.lctivc, FERC Form I 
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A ~f1ond.&. Power& 
.,. La~t Comp,;~.nr 

- :>< ~ __ .. ~ ... - ---'._;. •" ... .,. ~ .... . --;-.""' 
,. .,. --: ' ..... . _.-- ... . ..,.... ~· · 

---.,-It --.. . . • • ' . 
, , .:-.>(·· · ··· ·~ · ... ~.· · 

.!Hll 

Yc:ar 

Gross Asset Base per MWh Sold 
Annual Values 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
234.80 243.63 253.08 r5.3K 2%.12 
262.9- 2"'4.55 28-$5 11-.r \55.-11 
2-11.99 253.69 2"3.05 lll-1.-7 >o~2m 

262.04 2_2r 2"4.611 299.!!-1 HliU 
Rankinf!S 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

9 6 5 5 ·I 

r 2- 2- T 2~ 

3 2 2 2 I 

4 4 4 4 ·I 

2 2 2 2 2 
8 8 8 8 8 

.!till 

2010 2011 

"\06.11 334.6-
\(,).!!(> \81.61 
l-1- J2 r5.49 

H2.!>5 J54.14 

2010 2011 

4 4 

r 2~ 

I I 

4 4 

3 ' ~ s 

- .,_ Stn.t~h' Elecrnc 
Group~tc-m 

'excludmg FI'L) 

__,.. • Flondl Group \le2n 
ncludm~ FPI.) 

• • .C: • • Ut')..'(: l uhtX'~ Group 
;\le:an _c,;dudm~ FPl 

~ll4 

2012 2013 2014 

367.19 381.38 395.52 

4CH.20 420.6- 443.34 

385.85 403.59 416.34 
3S5.-4 395.40 -t26.94 

2012 2013 2014 

4 6 5 

z- r r 

I 2 2 

4 4 4 

4 4 3 
8 8 8 

'l'c>~:~ l Uul I'Luu Electric ($0110); Tot Sales: Uh Cnsmr-1\lwhrs !>11ld (/\1\\'h) 
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._.,__ Plond.t Power & 
Ugh< Co"'P'nr 

- ._, SmUght 1.-J,'(ttiC 
Gm~.tpMe:an 
{e.\:dudtng FPL) 

~ Hort.;la Group MtJn 
/( (eltcluding FPL) 

• 'Y- •••• 
: 

. . 
'')( . ...... ~ ·~.------~---' . .· ' . . 

'~~, 
: 

: 

ltMIHIOX. ----

'•,, /' ·. ....--: . . """ . ·"-·t _· .. ~· 

ll.l<ltl ____ ....::;:__ 

zoo:, 2CI08 20111 21111 zun 
\'car 

Additions to Plant per Incremental Customer 
Annual lf<l/ues 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

florida Power & Ught Company 20.626 14.306 21.952 117.278 44.483 107.051 
Str:ai!,>hl Electric Gr<mp i\Iean (cxdudtn!( FPL) 24.997 41.097 67.937 124.480 459.597 287.048 487.446 

folocida Group J\ lcan (cxduding foPL) 19.7 11 12.378 36.489 197.434 104.919 191.758 
Larl(<: Utilities Group :lle'lO (excluding FI'L) 104.473 38.824 60.300 76.332 235.207 184.932 579.633 

Ra11kinqs 
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

Straight Elecwc Group: 
Florida Power & Light Com pan) 17 9 5 16 4 5 
Total Ranked 27 27 26 25 19 24 23 

Florida Group: 
Florida Power & l..ight Company 3 3 2 3 l 2 
Total lt'lnkcd 4 4 4 4 0 4 .j 

Large Utility Group: 
Florida Power & Ught Compan) 2 2 2 6 2 4 

Total Ranked 8 6 7 7 5 5 8 

Source: S~L Interactive, FERC J~orm I 
Gros> i\dditiuns to Utilit' Plant; Toml year-to-ye:lr int"'llse in To~al Customers 

.... 
• • IC• • l ~tg<: l 'uUuc::sGu-,up 

:O.Ir::an (cxdudin~ Ff>l.J 

2012 2013 2014 
139.954 66.012 38.979 
203.859 122.413 160.571 
118.432 37.572 35.245 
334.046 142.310 26U.6S1 

2012 2013 2014 

14 8 5 
24 26 

3 4 4 

4 4 

J 2 I 
8 8 
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2014 Assessment and Efficiency Tables 

Situational Assessment - 2014 Rank in Straight Rank in Regional Rank in Large 

(1 = most challanged) Electric Group Group Utility Group 

Percent Sales (MWh) Residential 2 I 27 214 1 I 8 

Percent Sales (MWh) Other 2 I 27 1 I 4 1 I 8 

Use per Customer 6 I 27 214 218 

Change in Customers(%) 1 I 27 1 I 4 1 I 8 

Change in Sales (5-year CAGR) 12 I 27 1 I 4 318 

Percent Generation Nuclear 10 I 15 1 I 2 318 

Energy Losses I Total Energy Disposition 10 I 27 214 218 

Accum. Dep.IGross Plant 23 I 27 314 818 

Overall Rank 1 I 21 114 118 

Productive Efficiency - 2014 Rank in Straight Rank in Regional Rank in Large 

(1 = highest performer) Electric Group Group Utility Group 

Non-Fuel Production O&M 2 I 27 1 I 4 1 I 8 

Transmission O&M 7 I 27 214 217 

Distribution O&M 5 I 27 1 I 4 1 I 6 

A&G Expense 2 I 27 1 I 3 1 I 8 

Customer Expense 10 I 27 1 I 4 218 

Uncollectible Expense 8 I 27 214 1 I 8 

Days Sales Outstanding 13 I 27 314 318 

Labor Efficiency 6 I 27 1 I 4 1 I 8 

Total Non-Fuel O&M 1 I 27 1 I 4 1 I 8 

Gross Asset Base 4 I 27 214 1 I 7 

Additions to Plant I Cust Growth 5 I 26 414 1 I 8 

Overall Rank 1 I 21 114 118 
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Annual Non-Fuel O&M Savings per Customer 

1..5111) 

€ 
~ 
~ ·e 

l,tlfln 

liliO 

• S.o.\\'lng.;. O\'tr Srr:u.ght E.lccuic Gmup ~le-.tn D Savang:s over Florada Utdtt~· Group ~\fc--.&.n 

Annual Non-Fuel O&M Sa,•ings per Customer 

AnnuM S:wings (rru1/iotls $) 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

sav;ngl' 0\'Ct Stratght ElcctrJC Group l\lcan 1,067 1,041 1.356 1,461 1,456 1,543 

Sadngs O\'Cr Florida Utili')' G ro up ,\Jean 854 7 11 999 1,076 1,119 1,1199 

Savings over 1-•rgc Utilities Group l\lcan 1, 182 1,246 1,594 1,680 1,680 1,786 

Source: $1'--l. Interactive, FERC Form I 
ToL11 O &M Expenses less l'ucl, Purchased Power. nnd Other; Tom! l:1timltc Customers 

Based on Calculation ofTora1 Non-Fuel 0&;-1 Expense per Customer 

;li)ll 

• Sa\'ln~s O\'Cr L1.rgc: Utibues Group ~k--:an 

2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 

1,473 1,-196 1,603 1,909 14,405 

984 1.051 1,036 1,266 10,194 

1,664 1,549 1,7(14 2,162 16,247 
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2014 Combined Situational Assessment And P roductive Efficiency Rankings 
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Emissions Comparison 

C02 

Net G-eneration Average Tons of 
Company (MWh) C02 perMWh Rank 

Utilities within 60% of Florida Power & Light Co.'s Net Generation (.MWhl 

Alabama Power Company 63,573,171 0.902 7 

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 83,053,146 0.763 3 

Duke Energy Progress, LLC 59,570,127 0.693 2 

Florida Power & Light Company 110,932,638 0.483 1 

Georgia Power Company 69,927,957 0.767 4 

PacifiCorp 60,205,324 0.853 6 

Virginia Electric and Power Company 67,367,785 0.795 5 

Florida Utilities 

Duke Energy Florida, LLC 34,758,994 0.704 2 

Florida Power & Light Company 110,932,638 0.483 

Gulf Power Company 15,627,445 0.939 4 

Tampa Electric Company 18,695,497 0.869 3 

Source: SNL Interactive 

NOx 
Average Pounds of 

NOxperMWh 

1.152 

1.029 

0.846 

0.337 

0.949 

1.748 

0.864 

0.799 

0.337 

1.585 

0.612 
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S02 

Average Pounds of 
Rank S02 perMWh Rank 

6 2.589 7 

5 0.825 2 

2 1.174 3 

1 0.151 1 

4 2.433 6 

7 1.367 

3 1.353 4 

3 1.877 3 

1 0.151 1 

4 3.354 4 

2 1.313 2 
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2006 2007 

Year Jan Feb Mar 

2006 199.30 199.40 199.70 
2007 203.44 204.23 205.29 
2008 212.17 212.69 213.45 
2009 211.93 212.71 212.50 
?010 217.49 217.28 217.35 

2011 221.15 221.90 223.04 

2012 227.76 228.29 228.87 
?013 231 .44 232.80 23225 
2014 235.13 235.36 235.79 

Year Jan Feb Mar 

2006 160.50 158.70 159.30 
2007 160.90 162.70 164.10 
2008 173.30 173.90 175.40 
2009 170.80 170.60 169.10 
2010 178.90 177.70 178.90 

2011 185.40 187.30 188.60 
2012 193.20 193.70 193.90 
2013 196.00 197. 10 196.10 
2014 199.30 199.50 200.00 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics 
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Consumer Price Index and Producer Price Index 

2008 2009 2010 20 11 2012 2013 20 1.J 

--Consumer t•ncc lnde;( (CI)I) --Producer Pnce Index (PPI) 

Consumer Price Index for Urban Consumers (1982-84 = 100) 
Apr May Tun Ju1 AU I! Sep Oct Nov D ec 

200.70 201.30 201.80 202.90 203.80 202.80 201.90 202.00 203. 10 
205.90 206.76 207.23 207.60 207.67 208.55 209. 19 210.83 211.45 

213.94 215.21 217.46 219.02 218.69 218.88 217.00 213.15 2 11 .40 
212.71 213.02 214.79 214.73 215.45 2 15.86 216.5 1 217.23 217.35 
2 1740 217.29 '17.20 217.61 217.92 2 18.28 219.04 219.59 220.47 
224.06 224.87 224.84 225.42 226.08 226.68 226.81 227.16 227.15 
229. 17 228.79 228.63 228.58 229.91 23 1.10 231.74 231.20 231.17 
23 1.67 231.99 232.58 232.98 233.41 233.77 233.90 234.()4 234.70 
236.24 236.95 237.35 237.60 237..+1 237.63 237.75 237.()7 236.28 

Change: lan. 2006 to Year-end 2014 18.56% 
Change: Last Rate Case Order (Dec. 2012) to Yea r-end 2014 2.21"/c, 

Producer Price Index for F inished Goods (1982 = 100) 
Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

160.60 160.60 16 1.40 161.00 162.10 160.20 158.70 160.00 161.10 

165.30 166.00 166.10 167.20 166.00 167.60 169.30 172.40 171.70 
175.90 178.40 181.20 183.40 182.00 182.70 178.30 172.90 169.70 
170.00 170.30 173.50 171.50 173.90 173.50 174.30 176.60 177.10 
178.90 178.90 178.30 178.50 179.4() 180.10 181.60 182.40 183.90 

190.20 19 1.20 190.60 191.30 191.1(1 192.70 192.40 192.80 192.60 
193.50 192.70 192.10 192.40 194.70 196.60 196.90 195.50 195.30 
194.70 196.1 0 196.40 196.40 197.00 197.00 197.40 197.10 198.20 

200.80 201. 10 201.90 201.80 201.50 201.30 200.80 199.20 196.70 

Chang:e: Jan. 2006 ro Year-end 20 14 22.ss•;., 

Chan.ge: Last Rate Case Order (Dec. 2012) ro Year-end 2014 0.72% 
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2008 
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Average Weekly E arnings for Electric Utility Employees 
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2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Average Weekly E a rnin__gs for Electric Utijjty En:tJ:>~oyees 

Jan Feb M a r Ap r M ay Jun j u l Aug Sep O ct Nov 
1,187.28 1,214.16 1.197.24 1,207.61 1,226.41 1.204.75 1,210.12 1,230.57 1,220. 14 

1,204.64 1,229.73 1,235.94 1,260.59 1,262.45 1,269.66 1,272.39 1,280.26 1,295.65 1,268.91 1,274.48 
1,332.2 1 1,360.53 1,354.02 1,315.86 1,343.4 1 1,384.36 1,340. 11 1,355.33 1.361.84 1,348.34 1,360.74 
1.36656 1,394.01 1,357.94 1,344.38 1.332.86 1.322.29 1,338.65 1.341.93 1,314.62 1,329.24 1,337.02 
I 320.7 1 1,313.82 1,308.56 1,317.39 1,356.29 1,328.35 I ,344.36 1,352.54 1,350.10 1,371.04 1,343.02 
1,385.25 1,376.96 1,404.90 1,420.02 1,4 14.13 1,416.97 1,395.23 1,397.31 1,437.78 1,436.94 1,406.96 
1.389.80 1,381.44 1,393.46 1,423.76 1,4 10.66 1.418.56 1,460.87 1,436.25 1.442.10 1.430.73 1.538.24 
1,474.34 1,490.48 1.481.03 1,473.62 1,482.91 1,493.03 1,481.34 1,485.86 1,500.54 1,474.62 1,475.46 
1,492.87 1,5 14.98 1,510.29 1,492.77 1,499.96 1,494.30 1,504.50 1,506.05 1,499.79 1,520.39 1,537.20 

Cha11fe: J\lar. 2006 ro Year-end 2014 
Chanl(e: Lase Rare Case Order (Dec. 2012) to Year-end 201-t 

Dec 
1,215.14 

1,315.63 
1,360.79 
1,327.62 
1,385.58 

1,380.96 
1,471.09 
1,493.29 

1,516.67 
27.74% 
3. 10% 

Source: Bureau of Labor Srarisrics 



H andy-Whitman Index of Elcc1ric Utility Construction Costs- South Atlantic Region 
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