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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
TESTIMONY OF SAMUEL S. WATERS

DOCKET NO. 89014 -El
JULY 13, 1989

Please state your name and business sddress.
My name is Samuel S. Waters and my business address is 9250 West
Flagler Street, Miami, Florida 33174.

By whom are you empl.yed and what position do you hold?
| am employed by Florida Power & Light Company (“FPL") as the
Manager of Power Supply Planning.

Please describe your educstion and professional experience.

| graduated from Duke University with a Bachelor of Science
Degree in Electrical Engineering in 1974. From 1974 until 1985, |
was employed by the Advanced Systems Technology Division of
Westinghouse Electric Corporation as a consultant in the areas of

Transmission Planning and Power System Software. While employed
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at Westinghouse, | earned a Masters Degree in Electrical
Engineering from Carnegie-Mellon University.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to address several issues in the
Florida Industrial Power Users Group's (FIPUG) Petition to
Discontinue FPL's Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor. The Petition
erroneously contends that FPL's 500 KV Transmission Project
("Project”) has not achieved its purpose, and that the claimed
capacity deferral benefits of the Project are illusory because they
are based on fictional units. My testimony discusses these issues
as they relate to the Project and the associsted capacity purchases,
or Unit Power Sales ("UPS"), from the Southern Companies and
their consideration in the Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor.

First, | will describe the Project and the associated purchases. |
explain how the Project revenue requirements, the capacity charges
paid to the Southern Companies and more recently, net savings,
have been recovered through the Oil Backout Cost Recovery
Factor. | also present a brief historical overview of the Project,
including a discussion of original qualification and subsequent
regular review by the Commission.

Second, my testimony reestablishes the fact that the Project and
the associated power purchases from Southern Company meet the
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primary purpose of economically displacing oil-fired generation.
This was demonstrated to the Commission using the Primary
Purpose Test in the original qualification proceedings. The Project
continues to meet the Primary Purpose Test, even when viewed in
light of significantly lower oll pric~s than originally projected. In
reviewing this test, | discuss why inclusion of the UPS capacity
payments in the performance of the ‘est is incorrect.

Third, | also discuss, in general terms, how the planning process
identifies the need for capacity and the timing of decisions required
to meet future needs. | discuss how capacity deferral benefits
have been used by FPL to calculste and recover savings accruing
from the Project and UPS purchases through the Oil Backout Cost
Recovery Factor since 1987. In this discussion, | show how these
savings are associated with the deferral of Martin Coal Unit Nos.
3 and 4, and that these units were, in fact, deferred by the

Project.

Finally, | will present my conclusions regerding the impact of the
Project and the propriety of its cost recovery through the Oil

Backout Cost Recovery Factor.

Do you have any documents attached to your testimony?
Yes. Attached to my testimony are Document Nos. 1 through 4.
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Project Overview

Piease describe FPL's 500 KV Transmission Project, which Is being
recovered through the Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor.

The Project is comprised of two 500 KV transmission lines and
associated substation facilities. The Project runs along the Florida
east coast from the Ceorgia-Floria» state line to the Martin and
Midway substations in Martin and St. Lucie Counties, respectively.
There, the lines tie into other portions of FPL's 500 KV network,
which extends to Dade County and the west coast of Florida. The
substation facilities in the Project integrate the Project with FPL's
other 500 KV lines and FPL's 230 KV transmission system. My
Document No. 1 contains a graphic showing FPL's 500 KV

Transmission Project.

Please expisin how the Project was bulit.

The Project was buiit in three phases, with varying completion
dates for specific Project elements. The construction phasing
allowed earlier and fulier utilization of the UPS purchases. The
Project phases were consistently completed at or ahead of schedule,
thereby reducing Project revenue requirements. My Document
No. 2, which relies in part on Mr. Scalf's Project Description in the
original certification proceeding, shows the phasing of the Project,
the scheduled completion dates and the actual completion dates.
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You state that the Project was constructed shead of schedule; how
do the Project's actual construction costs compare to those
projected by FPL in the certification procseding?

Quite favorably. FPL originally projected that the investment in
the Project, when fully complew.d, would be $484,109,000. FPL's
actual construction cost anc investment in the Project was
$326,020,276 when the last segment was brought on-line in June,
1985.

Please describe the UPS power purchases sssocisted with the
Project.

In the Project's qualification proceeding, FPL explained that the
development of the 500 KV Transmission Project was related to UPS
purchases from the Southern system. Southern had offered for
sale, from the early 1980's through the mid-1990's, power generated
at coal-fired power plants in their system. With FPL's major load
centers in South Florida, to take advantage of this coal-fired
power, FPL and Southern would have to transmit the power from
the Southern Companies' power plants to FPL load centers through
high voltage transmission lines.

As Mr. Scalf explained in the qualification proceeding, the UPS
agreement with the Southern Companies provided for increased
purchases from relatively small amounts in mid-1982 to significant
levels in 1985 through 1992. Then, as the Southern Companies’
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load increased in the 1990's, needing the UPS capacity for their
own use, the purchases decreased between 1993 and 1995, with
the UPS purchases ending in May, 1995.

Are the costs of the UPS purcha:ss recovered through FPL's Oil
Backout Cost Recovery Factor?

Yes, in part. In the original proceeding authorizing FPL to
recover costs through its Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor, the
Commission authorized the recovery of the capacity and wheeling
charges associated with FPL's UPS purchases. In Order No. 11210,
the Commission stated:

The primary purpose of the 500 KV transmission project,
as determined in the qualification hearings, is economic
oil backout. Savings associated with the importation of
coal by wire over the 500 KV transmission project could
not be obtained without paying capacity and wheeling
charges to Southern Company. Hence, capacity and
wheeling charges should be collecteC through either the
Fuel Adjustment Factor or the Oil Backout Cost Recovery
Factor. . . . We find that the capacity and wheeling
charges should be collected through the Oil Backout Cost
Recovery Factor to reduce confusion and to facilitate the
review of costs being recovered by the Company.
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Consistent with this decision in September, 1982, in each
subsequent recovery proceeding FPL has sought and the
Commission has approved recovery of the UPS capacity and
wheeling charges through the Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor.
Energy costs associated with the UPS purchases are recovered
through FPL's Fuel and Purchas-d Power Cost Recovery Factor

("Fuel Clause").

Please summarize the 500 KV Transmission Project Oll Backout
Qualification Procesding.

FPL initiated that proceeding on March 30, 1982 by filing with the
Commission a petition seeking authority to recover the cost of the
proposed Project through an Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor.
Both FIPUG and the Office of Public Counsel ("Public Counsel")
intervened and actively opposed FPL's petition. After hearings
in June, July and August, 1982, the Commission issued on
October 1, 1982 u detailed order, Order No. 11217, finding that
FPL's 500 KV Transmission Project qualified for recovery under
an Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor.

Both Public Counsel and FIPUG sought reconsideration of Order
No. 11217. The Commission denied reconsideration in Order
No. 11537 issued on January 24, 1983,
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In the meantime, the Commission had issued Order No. 11210
authorizing FPL to begin recovery of thc Project and the associated
UPS capacity and wheeling charges through an approved Oil
Backout Cost Recovery Factor. FIPUG and Public Counsel
participated actively in that proceeding as well, opposing recovery
of the Project through an Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor.

Public Counsel appealed both Order No. iiZi0, the order approving
recovery and Order No. 11217, the order finding the project
qualified, to the Florida Supreme Court. On April 12, 1984, the
Supreme Court issued its decision in Citizens v. Public Service
Commission, 448 S.2d 1024, affirming both orders of the

Commission.

What costs does FPL recover through its Oil Backout Cost Recovery
Factor?

in addition to the UPS capacity and wheeling costs previously
discussed, FPL recovers revenue requirements on its Project. FPL
has also been recovering and taking as accelerated depreciation
on the Project, two-thirds of the actual net savings experienced as
a result of the Project. As | discuss later in my testimony, these
actual net savings reflect, among other things, capacity deferral
benefits associated with Martin Unit Nos. 3 and 4, two coal units
deferred by the Project, and the relsted UPS purchases from the
Southern Companies.
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Q. How often does the Commission consider FPL's recovery of costs

through the Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor?

The Commission has reviewed the computation and approved a
factor every six months since the original decision in September,
1982 allowing FPL to begin recovery through the factor. This is
done as part of the Commission's ongoing Fuel Clause hearings.
FPL has always supported the c.mputation of its factor with
prefiled testimony. As in the case of the Fuel Clause Proceeding.
the Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor is subject to true-up
calculations to assure an accurate recovery of costs from
ratepayers. In addition, in FPL's last rate case, FPL requested
that the Commission remove the recovery of some Project revenue
requirements from the factor and place them in base rates. The
Commission specifically declined to do this. There has been
regular, formal Commission scrutiny of FPL's recovery of costs
through the Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor.

Primary Purpose - Economic Ofl Displacement

Q. What is the primary purpose of the Project?

A.

The primary purpose of the Project is economic displacement of oil-
fired generation. Proof of this purpose was required by the
Commission to qualify the project for cost recovery under the Oil

Backout Cost Recovery Facior rule.
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In its adoption of the Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor rule, the
Commission stated in Order No. 10554 that: "Rule 25-17.16 is
intended to be used by investor owned electric utilities for the
recovery of costs of implementing specified supply side
conservation measures which will econ~mically displace oil generated
electricity." Similar language rege~ding the necessary primary
purpose of an Oil Backout Project is found in the Rule itself.
Section (2)(a) of the Rule states:

(a) The Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor is to be
utilized for the recovery of costs of implementing
any of the following supply side, oil conservation
measures the primary purpose of which is the
economic displacement of oil generated electricity in

Among the supply side, oil conservation measures specifically listed
is "Transmission Line Construction Cost . . . . when the primary
purpose the construction of the lines is to incrmase the importation
or transfer of non-oil derived electrical energy on either a firm or
non-firm basis." Consistent with these statements that the primary
purpose of a project must be economic oil displacement,
Section (3)(a)1. provides that for a project to qualify for recovery
through the Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor, the Commission
must have made a finding that: "The primary purpose of the

10
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proposed project is the economic displacement of oil fired generation
in the State of Florida."

How was the determination made that the primary purpose of a
project is the economic displacement f oli-fired generstion?

The Commission has established a m ans of testing that issue. In
the final order in the Project’'s qualification proceeding, Order No.
11217, the Commission devoted an entire section to the discussion
of "The Primary Purpose Test." FPL proposed, and the Commission
Staff supported, a Primary Purpose Test which was met if gross
fuel savings expected from the Project outweighed all other gross
savings on a net present value basis. Neither FIPUG or Public
Counsel proposed a test, but Public Counsel, based on an
examination of system expansion plans and projected oil usage,
argued that FPL's Project and the related unit power purchases
were primarily intended to meet load growth rather than displace
oil. The Commission rejected these alternatives and stated:

In our mind, the issue (determination of primary
purpose) is best resolved by allocating the fuel costs of
the project against the fuel savings and the capacity
costs of the project against the capacity savings. We
think it proper to allocate costs and benefits in this case
because the Company could have purchased the coal by
wire power on a non-firm basis, thereby avociding the

11
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capacity costs due Southern but also foregoing the
deferred capacity benefits.

Having stated that UPS capacity costs should not be allocated
against fuel savings in determining the Project's primary purpose,
the Commission specifically embraced s methodology for determining
whether the Primary Purpose Test wa: satisfied:

If the net fuel savings exceed the cost of the Project,
the Company has met its burden of proof on this issue
and demonstrated that the primary purpose of the Project
is ofl displacement. The Company has done this in
Exhibit 15(j).

Have you examined Exhibit 15(]) from the Qualification Procesding?
Yes. | have attached a copy of the original Exhibit 15(j) and a
supporting schedule in Docket No. 820155-EU as my Document
No. 3. As stated in Commission Order No. 11217, this exhibit
reflects the methodology used by the Commission in determining
whether or not a project meets the Primary Purpose Test. That is,
for the first ten years of the Project, fuel savings are compared to

Project revenue requirements.

12
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Given this specific statement and applicstion of the Primsry Purpose
Test, has the FIPUG petition properly determined whether or not
the project has achieved its primary purpose?

No. it has not. In contending that the Project has not met its
purpose, FIPUGC has attached a schedule to its Petition, Schedule 2
which improperly includes the capacity charges associated with the
UPS agreement with Southern Company. This everely distorts the
original Commission test. FIPUG erroneously compares net fuel
savings to project revenue requirements plus UPS costs. By
misstating the test and erroneously including UPS capacity costs,
FIPUG makes it appear that the project resuits in a loss. In fact,
the Project has produced net fuel savings as well as actual total
savings. [If the Primary Purpose Test had been performed in
FIPUGC's manner in the original qualification proceedings, the
Project would not have passed.

If UPS capacity costs were not considered in the Commission's
Primery Purpose Test, how were they considered in the
qualification procseding?

UPS capacity costs were considered in a separate test, the
Cumulative Present Value Test. In that test, the Commission
recognized not only the UPS capacity costs, but also the capacity
deferral benefits associated with the Project and the importation of
coal by wire. It is quite clear from the application of the tests in
the qualification order that the Commission intentionally segregated

13
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energy costs and savings from capacity costs and savings in
applying the Primary Purpose Test and recognized both capacity
costs and savings in the Cumulative Present Value Test.

What sbout FIPUG's contention in its Petition that the Project has
failed to mest its principal purpose due to lower than projected oll
prices and that the Commission relied o' FPL's forecast to qualify
the Project?

Neither is true. Because of the recognized uncertainty in
projecting oil prices, three oil price forecasts were presented in the
original qualification proceeding; a high band forecast, prepared
by the Department of Energy, a mid band forecast, prepared by
the Florida Power Electric Coordinating Group. Inc. (FCG) and a
low band forecast, prepared by FPL and characterized as
“conservative." The relevant cosl price forecast was provided by
the Southern Companies. In Order No. 11217, the Commission

stated:

Based on the evidence before us, we find that the fuel
price forecasts are reasonable and are of sufficient
reliability to warrant their use as the starting point for
our determination that the project qualifies under the

rule.

1L
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FPL was straight forward in acknowledging the difficulty in
accurately projecting oil prices. It is clear from a review of the
transcript that the Commission was fully apprised of the probability
that actual experience would deviate from the projections and that
the deviation might be substantial.

Oil prices have, in fact, been lower than any (* the forecasts used
in the original qualification. However, the original intent of
presenting a banded forecast was to present a range of possible
outcomes, and it was FPL that produced the low band forecast.
More importantly, even with actual oil prices lower than those

originally projected, the Project has economically displaced oil fired
generation.

Does the Project stlll pass the Primary Purpose Test, using actual
data and current forecasts?

Yes, however, | would like to add that | do not think it is proper
to “requalify” a project. Decisions on whether to qualify a project
for Oil Backout Cost Recovery should be made based on the best
available information at the time qualification is sought. That is the
time when project decisions must be made, information justifying
the project is readily available and the Commission is fully apprised
of current circumstances sffecting a project. Requalification or
reevaluation of qualification through hindsight, as FIPUG appears

to want to do, is difficuit and unfair.

15
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However, putting aside whether it is fair to reconsider Project
qualification, it is important in light of FIPUG's allegations for the
Commission to know that the Project still passes the Primary
Purpose Test. Despite significantly lower oll prices than originally

projected, the Project has produced and is still producing net fuel
savings which exceed the revenue requir /ments of the Project.

| have repeated the original Primary Purpose Test updating with
actual data through May, 1989 and using current FPL projections
of fuel prices. As with the original Exhibit 15(j), this analysis is
performed over the initial ten years of the Project. The resuits are
attached as Document No. 4. Referring to the document. the test
adds direct fuel savings of $1,840,852,000 and fuel related savings
of ($393,121,000), then subtracts the foregone benefit of lower
system fuel costs if the Martin units had been built as originally
planned, $796,424,000, to yield a total fuel savings of $651,307,000.
This is well above the total ten year Project revenue requirements
of $295,754,000.

The contention by FIPUG that the project has not achieved its
purpose is untrue. It is the misapplication of the Primary Purpose
Test by FIPUG, not lower oil prices, which results in their
contention that the project does not meet its purpose.

16
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Actual Net Savings - Deferval Of Martin Unit Nos. 3 And 4

Q.

Has FPL coliected any revenues for the project which have resulted
from actus! net savings?

Yes. As authorized by the Rule, and as determined appropriate by
the Commission in Order Nos. 18136. 19042, 20133 and 20966, FPL
has and is collecting revenues abov~ Project costs because the
project has produced net savings.

Section (4)(a) of the Rule authorizes collection of revenues equal
to:

* Straight line depreciation, plus

* Project cost of capital, plus

* Actual tax expense, plus

* Oil/non-oil O§M differential, plus

*  Two-thirds of the actual net savings (if positive)

The amount identified as two-thirds of the actual net savings is
recovered through the Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor and
applied as additional deprecistion. This recovery is to continue
until the Project investment is fully recovered.

17
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How were actual net savings derived in sach of the instances?
The specific methodology for determining the actual net savings for
inclusion in FPL's Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor was presented
in D. L. Babka's testimony in Docket Nos. 870001-El and 880001-El.
The methodology was the same in a' cases and part of the
calculation included deferred capacity . nefits associated with the
Martin coal units. The Martin coal units w~r= deferred as a result
of the Project and the related UPS agreement with the Southern
Companies.

When did capacity deferral benefits first appeer in FPL's calculation
of net savings in an FPL Ol Backout filing?

The first time capacity deferral benefits were projected in an FPL
Oil Backout filing was in FPL's Janusry, 1987 testimony for the
April, 1987 - September, 1987 recovery period in Docket
No. 870001-El. The capacity deferral benefits were the result of
the deferral of Martin Coal Unit No. 3, which wouid have been
placed in service in June 1987, without the purchases from the
Southern Companies. Although the recognition of capacity deferral
benefits did not produce net savings in the projection of the April,
1987 - September, 1987 period, neither FIPUG or Public Counsel,
who were parties to the Docket, objected to FPL's recognition of
capacity deferral benefits in its calculstion of net savings.

i8
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Has FPL claimed any additional capacity deferral benefits since that
time?

Yes. The benefits of deferral of Martin Coal Unit No. 3 have
continued to appear in all subsequent FPL Oil Backout Cost
Recovery Factor filings. Witho.* construction of the Project and
the UPS Agreement, Martin Coz' Unit No. 4 would have come into
service in December of 1988. Con.equently, FPL began to accruc
capacity deferral benefits for Martin Unit No. & in its October, 1988
through March, 1989 filing in Docket No. 880001-El. This was also
supported in FPL's prefiled testimony. The resultant Levelized Cil
Backout Cost Recovery Factor of 0.886 cents/KWH for the period
October, 1988 - March, 1989 was approved without objection by
FIPUG or Public Counsel.

Is FIPUG questioning in this proceeding issues previously raised
by FPL and decided by the Commission?

Yes. During 1987 and 1988, FPL presented the methodology and
underlying assumptions for its calculation of capacity deferral
benefits used in qualifying actual net brnefits to be recovered
through the Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor. This was
consistent with the Commission's directive in the original
certification proceeding that the proper measure of savings to be
recovered was to be determined "at such time as the deferred units
would have come on-line, absent the Oil Backout Project . . . ."
Even though FIPUG had notice as far back as 1982 and even though

19
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FIPUG has been an active party in the Oil Backout proceedings
throughout 1987 and 1988, FIPUG waited until significant dollars of
actual net savings had been recovered before raising a challenge
in January, 1989.

Was it appropriste for FPL and the Commission to include the
deferral of Martin Cosl Linit Nos. 3 and & in the calculstion of net
savings in these previous procesdings?

Yes. The Martin Coal Units were identified in the qualification
proceeding as the capacity additions which would have been
required if the Project had not been constructed and the power
purchases from the Southern Companies had not been made. The
construction of the Project and the purchases from Southern
Companies allowed the units to be deferred to the 1990's. This
deferral was recognized by the Commission in qualifying the Project
by including the units' capacity deferral benefit in the Cumulative
Present Value Test. In addition, the deferral of Martin Coal Unit
Nos. 3 and & was the basis for FIPUG's and Public Counsel's
argument in the certification proceeding that the primary purpose
of the Project was to meet future load growth. Thus, it appears
that at least in 1982, all the parties agreed that the Martin Coal
Units would be deferred by the Project and the UPS purchases.
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In its Petition, FIPUG contands that the capacity deferral benefits
used to caiculate actual net savings are iliusory, becsuse the Martin
Units are not now part of FPL's expansion pian snd have not been
since 1983. Please address this contention.

FIPUG's claim is based on faulty logic and erroneous impressions.
FIPUC maintains that because FPL has identified in its recent
generation expansion plans units other than the Martin Coal Units
as its next capacity additions, the Martin Units are “fictional".
The conclusion does not flow from the premise. This allegation
also shows a misunderstanding of the generation planning process
and how decisions to bring new capacity on line are made.

The ability to change the capacity type is an additional benefit
arising only because the Project and the UPS purchases deferred
the Martin Units. This is a distinct benefit over and above the
benefit associated with the deferral of the Martin Units. In
Mr. Scalf's testimony during the original qualification hearing, he
testified under cross examination: "It would be our hope that in
that time frame we might see some change in the commercial
availability of alternatives that may produce cheaper types of
construction.” And he further stated:

I think there is significant progress being made in
research today in some of the coal conversion
technologies. To mention only one as looking promising

21
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would be coal conversion and gusification which would
then be used in a combined cycle type plant, which
should have a much lower capital cost than the
conventional units that we see today.

It appears to me that Mr. Sca'/ recognized that the decision to
pursue the Project and the UPS purchases would result in the
deferral of the Martin Coal Units from 1987 and 1988 until 1992 and
1993. It also appears that Mr. Scalf recognized that another
potential benefit of deferring construction of the Martin Coal Units
out of the 1987-1988 time frame might be providing time for
technological advancements. Because of lower projected fuel
prices, FPL and its customers will be able to enjoy the fruits of
such advances by using less costly combined cycle technology in
FPL's next generating unit addition. However, the current
prospect that FPL will build a generating unit other than the Martin
Coal Units when it eventually undertakes capacity additions does
not change the fact that absent the Project and the UPS purchases,
the Martin Coal Units would have been built. Consequently, the
Martin Coal Units were the units deferred by the Project, and
taking advantage of this additional benefit of intervening
technological advances does not make the original units "mythical”
or make the capacity deferral benefits “illusory."

22
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Q. Please clarify your assertion thst FIPUC's sllegstions show a

misunderstanding of the generation planning process?
FIPUG has confused what FPL intends to do in the 1990's with what
FPL would have done to meet capacity in 1987, absent the Oil

Backout Project. The two cannot 'e compared.

in developing generation expansion plans, the need for new
capacity must be identified far enough in advance so that all
required activities, e.g., siting, licensing, design, engineering
and construction, can be performed to meet the required in-service
date. The amount of time required to perform these activities
establishes the lead time required between a decision to install a
new unit and its completion. For Martin Unit No. 3, the required
lead time was approximately eight years. This means that to meet
the in-service date of June, 1987, FPL would have had to begin
expenditures on the unit in 1980. Similarly, for Martin Unit No.
4, the required lead time was seven years. To meet a Martin Unit
No. 4 in-service date of December, 1988, expenditures by FPL
would have had to begin in 1982. If FPL lad not committed to the
Project and the UPS purchases from Southern Companies, FPL
would have had to construct Martin Unit Nos. 3 and 4§ and these
units would now be completed and in operation.
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Q. Why do you believe these units would now be in operation, absent

the Project and UPS purchases from Southern?

FPL evaluates a number of generating unit alternatives when
considering capacity additions. In doing so, we look at total
expected life cycle costs on a present value basis. When Martin
Unit Nos. 3 and 4 were identificd as the next unit additions in
FPL's generation expansion plans, tiese cosl-fired units had been
evaluated against other options on a life cycle basis and found to
be less costly. The decision to construct the Project and enter the
UPS Agreement was made in 1981, thereby effectively deferring the
Martin Units at that point in time. The total life cycle cost
relationship between coal-fired units and other alternatives did
not change until 1985 planning studies were performed. These
studies were then focusing on capacity needs in the mid-1990's.
It was not until 1985 when FPL first reflected in its generation
expansion plan a combined cycle unit as the next planned
generating addition. Then, the total iife cycle costs of a coal unit
and a combined cycle units were virtually identical.

| have no reason to believe anything but that the Martin Coal Units
would have or could have been buiit to meet FPL capacity needs in
1987 and 1988. It was not up until 1985, when fuel forecasts for
oil and gas showed a significant decline, that combined cycle
technology became attractive. Prior to this time, it would have
been more economical for FPL to have builit its coal-fired units than

24



10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

it would have been to switch to combined cycle technology. Other
factors demonstrate this to be the case. Several coal units were
certified by the Commission and/or constructed during the period
of 1980-1985. Moreover, as late as May, 1984, the Commission
determined that a coal-fired ges.»rating unit would be more
economical than a combined cycle init and should be used as the
avoided unit for cogeneration pricing. Putting aside Fuel Use Act
uncertainty over the use of oil and gas as a primary fuel as well as
more limited natural gas supplies during this time period, simple
economics suggest that absent the UPS purchases, coal-fired
generation was the preferred generating alternative until, at least,
late 1985.

One other consideration must be mentioned. The project lead time
for a combined cycle unit during the 1980-1985 period was five to
seven years. Thus, to meet the 1987 and 1988 capacity needs
which would have existed without the UPS purchases, FPL would
have to have begun construction on a combined cycle unit (and
cancelled construction of the Martin Coal Units) in 1981 and 1982.
Of course, the Commission had already approved a 1982 generation
expansion plan in qualifying the Project in 1982. Even if combined
cycle technology had been more cost effective after 1982, project
lead time alone would have dictated the completion of the Martin
Coal Units to meet capacity needs in 1987 and 1988.
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Q. FPL did in fact, change the type of unit it plans to build, as FIPUG

points out. Does this suggest that a different type of unit would
have replaced Martin 3 and &7

No. In late 1985, FPL moved from a pulverized coal unit to a
combined cycle unit as its next capacity option to be added in the
mid-1990's. If we evaluate this Jecision and its impact on Martin
Unit Nos. 3 and 4, we need to e :amine the scenario with no power
purchases from Southern and then ask whether the Martin Units
would be replaced by combined cycle units. By the end of 1985,
Martin Unit No. 3 would have been approximately 78% complete and
Martin Unit No. 4§ would have been approximately 47§ complete. In
my opinion. the least cost capacity alternative at that point would
certainly have been completion of the units. Life cycle costs of
coal and combined cycle units to be placed in service in the mid-
1990's were virtually identical in 1985, and if the significant costs
of cancelling the Martin Units were recognized, as they should be,
in the cost of a combined cycle unit, the economic advantage of
completing the Martin Units is significant. In addition, new
combined cycle units begun in late 1985 would not have been
available to meet the Martin Unit No. 3 in-service date, since less
than a two year lead time would exist at that point. As previously
noted, five to seven years would normally be required. This also
means it is unlikely that Martin Unit No. 4 could have been
replaced by combined cycie units.
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What do you conclude about FIPUG's allegations concerning deferral
of the Martin Units?

FIPUG has attempted to infer from recent FPL generation expansion
plans that Martin Unit Nos. 3 and 4 were not deferred by the
Project. This is a fallacious argument which obscures the main
issue, which is what would FPl have done absent the power
purchases from Southern. The only way to address this issue is
to look at the facts as they existed when the original decisions on
the project were made. The deferral of Martin Unit Nos. 3 and 4
occurred when FPL decided to cease spending on the units. While
it is true that FPL's generating expansion plans have changed since
1982 and now show combined cycle units as the next planned
generating additions, this is a benefit directly attributable to the
deferral of the Martin Units, not a reason to assume that they were
never part of FPL's plans. The advanced technology combined
cycle and coal-gasification combined cycle units which are now part
of the FPL Generation Expansion Plans were not available as
alternatives to the Martin units. To suggest that the Martin Units
are fictional or that the Martin Units were nut deferred because of
what FPL currently plans to do would be a gross misapplication of

fact.
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Conclusions

Q. Would you plesse summarize your conclusions concerning FIPUG's

A.

petition?
| believe the FIPUGC petition and supporting schedules are seriously

flawed for several reasons:

* FIPUG erroneously asserts thst F._'s 500 KV project has
resulted in significant losses, when in fact, it has provided
significant fuel savings as well as total Project actual net

savings.

* FIPUG has misinterpreted and misapplied the Primary Purpose
Test, which was clearly defined by the Commission in its
calculation of project savings.

* FIPUG has engaged in an “apples and oranges” argument about
capacity deferral by comparing what FPL currently plans to do
with what would have been done in 1982 absent UPS purchases
from Southern.

* FIPUG has suggested that the original Project qualification

was based on FPL's fuel price projections alone. This was not
the case.
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« FIPUG ignores the fact that since qualification of ihe FPL
Project, all cost recovery, including the net savings resulting
from the Project, has been subject to regular Commission
review. Application of the benefits of capacity deferral has
been accepted by the Commission, without objection, for nearly

two years.

For these reasons, | believe tha: the Commission should deny the
FIPUG Petition and continue to apply FPL's Oil Backout Cost
Recovery Factor, subject to regular review.

Does this conclude your testimony?
Yes it does.
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FPL Ol mlmh
Scneduled Versus Actusl Dotes

Scheduled Actusl
—Project Component Jn-Servics Dets In-Service Dete
Phase |
Florida portion of the April, 1982 April, 1982
Hatch-Duval 500 KV #1
Line
Florida portion of the September, 1982 August, 1982
Hatch-Duval 500 KV #2
line
500 KV and 230 KV September, 1982 December. 1982
improvements of Duval
Substation
Second 500/230 KV auto- January, 1983 December, 1982
transformer at Duval
Substation
Phase 2
Martin-Poinsett 500 KV August, 1984 June, 1988
line
Duval-Rice=Poinsett January, 1985 November. 198%
500 KV line
E:uvd-l'dnatt 500 KV January, 1985 November, 1988
line
Poinsett 500/230 KV Januery, 1985 March, 1984
Substation
500 KV Improvements st January, 1985 March, 1983
Duval and Martin Plant
Substations
Rice 500/230 KV Jenuary, 1985 May, 1983
Substation
Phase 3
Midway-Poinsett 500 KV Jenuary, 1986 June, 1985
line
500 KV improvements at Janusry, 1986 June, 1985

and Poinsett Substations

Docket No. 890148-EI

FPL Wiiness: Samuel S. Waters
Exhibit No.

Document No. 2

July 13, 1989
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

300 kV Transmission Project

Comparative Analysis of Base Case versus Coal-By-Wire Case
Expected Savings Withun First Ten Years of Commercial Operation

Based on FCG Oil Price Forecast

Present Howard
Totals Yalue Doc. Neo. |
($000) _{%000) Source
Fuel Savings
Direct Fuel Savings $3,785,430 $1,766,731 Line E-)
?uelnnm Deferred Capacity Fuel Savings 2,138,125 760,617 Line Y-W
Fuel Related Savi £750.850) 233,269) Line F-G-H-|
Total Fuel Savings (8-C+D) $1,396,453 $
Capacit vi
Deferred Capacity Carrying Costs $5,533,016 $1,976,609 Line V
Capacity Cost "UPS" 3,202,974 1,998,710  Line M
Wheeling Cost "UPS" 75,916 7 Line N
Total Capacity Savings (G-H-1) o $ 433,
Transmission Project Costs
Transmission Project Revenue Requirements $ 845,932 $ )91.5&5 tm g
Transmission Project O&M 4,652 2,06 ine
Total Transmission Project Costs (L+M) ST § .6l
Total Net Benefits (E+3-N) $2,596,997 S 851,19 Line B

Docket No. $20153-EU

FPL Witness: J.L. Howard
Late Filed Exhibit No. 15 (§)
Page | of |

Docket No. 890148-El

FPL Witness: Samuel S. Waters
Exhibit No.

Document No. 3

July 13, 1989

Page 1 of 2
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FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

500 KV Trensmission Project
Comparative Analysis Of Base Case Versus Cosl-By-Wire Case
Comerciel

Expected Savings Elrst Jen Years Of

Fuel Savings

Direct Fuel Savings

Foregone Deferred Capacity Fuel Savings
Fuel Related Savings

Total Fuel Savings (B-C+D)

Capacity Savings

Deferred Capacity Carrying Costs
Capacity Cost “UPS"

wheeling Cost ™UPS™ (INCLUDED IN LINE H)
Total Capacity Savings (G-H-1)

Transmission Project Costs

Transmission Project Revenue Requirements
Transmission Project O&M

Total Transmission Project Costs (L+M)

Total Net Benefits (E+J-N)
Primery Purpose Test (B-C+D-N) (c)

Notes:
Source is the attached page Z of 2 of Exhibit S5w-4, with acvual data through

May, 1989.
Discount rate = 11.4% each year.

s

1,340,852
/96,424
. a23,121)

671,307

3,469,030
2,571,802

290,095
—2.639

295,754

1,252,781
355,553

as
Present~ m"
1,010,158 Line D-1I
316,125 Line T-5
) Line E-F-C-H
416,768
1,811,829 Line R
1,280,748 Line K
131,081
165,081 Line L
2,820 Line M
167,901
379,948
248,867

Primary Purpose Test is defined as fuel savings less fuel costs exceeding
transmission revenue requirements over the ten year analysis period.

Docket No. 890148-El

FPL Witness: Samuel S. Waters
Exhibit No.

Document No. 4

July 13, 1989

Page 1 of 2
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YEAR

CBw ENERCY

OIL BARRELS SAVED
AVOIDED FUEL SAVINCS
SPINNING RESERVE SAVINCS
ENERCY COST "g™

EMERCY COST "C"
CAPACITY COST ™™
ENERCY COST ™ups™

MET EMERGY SAVINGS (D*€-F-G--1)

WET CAPACITY COSTS (KeLoW)
NIT POMER PURDWASE
SOEDIRE "

DEFERRED CEN. CAPACITY
DEF. CAPACITY CARRYING CMARGES

NET DEFERRAL SAVINGS (ReS~T)
PV OF MET DEFERRAL SAVINGS

MET FUEL SAVINCS (JeS-T)
PV OF MET FUEL SAVINGS

TOTAL MET BEMEFITS (J-WeU)

PRESENT VALLE OF NET BEMEFITS
FOR TME PROJECT

1 includes costs and savings for the period 10/82 through
operation for this project wes 4/82;
actual dsta in this formet wnti) 10/82,
into effect. For the period 4/82 through 9/82,

()

(88t 000)

($ oo0)

ocT-gEc/

1,196
1,921

52,508
1,006
6,469
0

1,2

20 90000 !o ‘ .aﬂ

17,027
15,795

16,541
15,25

however, P
when the

CURILAT IVE
TEN YEARS OF COMNERCIAL
RISCANTED D 1982

e bi. ] me b
5,364 7,587 15,170 8,98,
0,69 12,187 1,368 14,43
277,359 356,716 653,039 282,0M1
4,328 8,588 12,18 12,0Mm
»,E19 W96 41,58 n,20
47,086 A2,0% B, 616
15,088 16,18 15,612 15,301
70,613 A3, A5 363,996 214,047
58,785 118,083 210,300 37,088
66,655 115,860 299,254 277,39
3,08 16,970 6A 881 67,268
0 0 »s ™
70,73 132,650 36A,520 A5, M2
% L 1] 1,700 1,700
xn 00 200

0 [ ] °

0 ° ° ]

0 (] [} °

0 ° 9 L]

] ° ] [ ]

o 0 o ©
58,785 118,083 218,300 37,3
48,665 08,316 145,604 2,%5
(11,458) (13,807) (146,220) (308, 114)

(9,885) (10,260) (97,541) (18%,505)

did not begin ng
011-Backout fector went
customer savings

through the
fue! adjustment factor were an additiona) ssount of approximstely $17 miilien.

27 Inchudes sctual data for Jan-May 1989 plus estimetes for hun-Dec 1989,

h:. 1§ 19
%37 1,212
5,635 17,50

530,876 298,864

9,88 5,643

0 °
20,82 8,130
° 0
309,738 294,699
166,102 47,678
1,38

55,751 80,576
™

369,000 332,60
2,000 2,000
L] [ ]

% 1,00
260,062 435,903
a5, 1M 82,7%0
9,99 129,49
200,677 389,18
12,709 W97, ™
",57 . M
59,059 "
6,000 100,198
3,657 50,1

! 1

17,618
17,569

560,264
7,020

[
2,09
°
313,873
21,515
7,883
18,900
76
367,008
2,000

"

', 400
a0,
186, 185
300,175

522,751
228,030

6,575
0

369,782
160,171

17,764
7,804

572,673
4,899

[
16,082
]
340,807
220,703
376,13
8,227
™
386,154

1,000
]

2,100
9,253
218,200
37,208

729,253
3,552

1,708

62
563,002
79,220

17,710
n,mne

647,025
3,505
0

17,09
0
337,201
2%,193
385, 364
10,298
a3
397,501
2,000

L]

922,318
124,101
V5,919

650,500
27,087

2,378
8,508

549,192
191,687

3,045 12,823
6,019 193,816

124,133 4,310,295
1, 622
0 175,967
2,690 211,619
0 72,157
70,806 2,469,043

52,099 1,047,732
99,306 2,571,802
2,793 290,095

m 5,69
101,318 2,867,556

1,000
0

2,100 -
217,353 3,469,000
57,301 713,758
103,373 1,500,179

171,282 2,672,608
58,191 1,095,708

6,027
2,008

122,083 1,252,782
ML,A70 379,48



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition of the Florida )
Industrial Power Users Group )
to Discontinue Florida Power ) Docket No. 890148-EI
& Light Company's 0il Backout )
Cost Recovery Factor )

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 13th day of July, 1989, a
true and correct copy of Flor-ida Power & Light Company's
Testimony and Exhibits of 8. S. wi*ers in Docket No. 890148-EI

was served by hand delivery on the following persons:

Joseph A, McGlothlin, Esq.

Lawson, McWhirter, Grandoff
& Reeves

522 East Park Avenue

Suite 200

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Marsha Rule, Esgq.

Division of Legal Services
Florida Public Service Commission
101 E. Gaines Street

Tallahassee, FL 32399

Gail P. Fels

Assistant County Attorney
Metro-Dade Center

111 N.W. First Street
Suite 2810

Miami, PL 33128-1993

Jack Shreve, Esq.

John Roger Howe, Esq.

Office of the Public Counsel
624 Fuller Warren Building
202 Blount Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301
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FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

500 KV Transmission Project
Comparative Analysis Of Base Case Versus Coal-By-Wire Case
mmﬂrﬂu Commeccial Opecetien

Eirst Ten Yeare Of

A Fuel Savings

B Direct Fuel Savings

C Foregone Deferred Capacity Fuel Savings
D Fuel Related Savings

E Total Fuel Savings (B~C+D)
F Capacity Savings

G Deferred Capacity Carrying Costs
H Capacity Cost 'l;S'
| Wheeling Cost "UPS™ (INCLUDED IN LINE H)

J Total Capacity Sevings (G-H-1)

K Transmission Project Costs

L Transmission Project Revenue Requirements
M Transmission Project O&M

N Total Transmission Project Costs (L)

0 Total Net Benefits (E+J-N)
P Primary Purpose Test (B-C+D-N) (c)

Notes:
ars
May, 1989.

Discount rate = 11.4% each year.

=s

=S

i

1,840,852
" 36,424
a1

651,207

3,469,030
2,571,802

-

295,754
1,252,781

Present®’

% Source*”
1,010,158 Line D=1

316,125 Line T-5

) Line E-F-G-H

416,768
1,811,829 Line R
1,280,748 Line K

131,081

165,081 Line L

2,820 Line M

167,901

379,548

248,867

Source is the attached page 2 of 2 of Exhibit SSW-4, with actual dats through

Primary Purpose Test is defined as fuel sevings less fuel costs exceeding

transmission revenue requirements over the ten year analysis period.

Docket No. 890148-El

FPL Witness: Samuel S. Waters
Exhibit No.

Document No. 4

July 13, 1989

Page 1 of 2
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CBw ENERCY
O1L BARRELS SAVED

AVDIDED FUEL SAVINCS

SPINMING RESERVE SAVINCS

ENERCY COST "¢"
EMERCY COST "C"
CAPACITY COST "™
ENERCY COST "ups™

NET EMERCY SAVINGS (D*E-F-G-M-1)

CAPACITY COST "ups™

TRANS. PROJECT REVEMUE REQ.

TRANS. PROJECT 0N

MET CAPACITY COSTS (Ke+L+H)

UNIT POMER PURCMASE
SCHEDILE "t*

DEFERRED GEM. CAPACITY

DEF. CAPACITY CARRYING CHARCES
DEF. CAPACITY FUEL COSY

FUEL DISPLACEMENT BEMEFITS

MET DEFERRAL SAVINGS (ReS-T)
PV OF NET DEFERRAL SAVINGS

MET FUEL SAVINCS (J+$-7)
PY OF NMET FUEL SAVINGS

TOTAL NET BEMEFITS (J-Nev)
PRESENT VALUE OF NET BEMEFITS

FOR THE PROJECT

(o)

(88t 000)

(4 000)
(% 000)
(4 000)

n,zm
17,509

294,854
5,643

0

8,1%
0
204,699
47,678
21,39
~0,57%
.

32,60

DISCHSTED 1O 1982
oCT-DECY”
.= e i ] e e ;. 4 1
1,19 5364 7,587 15,170 8,94 16,378
1,921 8,616 12,187 26,368 14,830 ,635
52,506 227,359 356,776 653,039 282,881 530,876
1,006 A,328 4,586 12,1706 12,071 9,8%
26,069 19,819 40,916 41,563 27,200 0
0 47,086 42,054 25,7% 616 2%,882
9,916 15,180 16,1 15,612 15,301 °
0 70,013 1A3,345 363,990 218,047 349,738
17,127 58,785 118,883 218,300 37,348 166,182
0 66,655 115,060 299,75 277,399 313,037
578 3,808 16,90 64,881 67,268 55,251
® 180 280 us Ee o) ™
SBE 70,283 132,650 364,520 345,052 369,00
[ 353 %1 1,700 1,700 2,000
550 200 200 200 200 °
0 0 0 ° ° 0
0 0 0 0 0 260,082
0 0 0 0 0 45,1
0 0 0 ° 0 9,5
0 (] 0 e 0 209,677
0 0 0 ° 0 12,79
17,127 58,785 118,043 218,300 37,38 111,357 .
15,795 48,665 88,306 145,624 22,365 99,859
16,501 (11,058) (13,807) (146,220) (308,198) 6,808
15,250 (9,085) (10,260) (97,541) (188,505) 3,657

Y7 includes costs and savings for the period 10/82 through 12/82 only. Commerclal
operation for this project wes 4/82+ however, FPL did not begin recording
actus] dots in this formst unti] 10/82, when the 0f1-Backeut factor wenmt

into effect. For the peried A/82
fue! sdjustaent factor were an additi

27 Includes actual data for Jan-May 1989 plus estimstes for Jun-Dec 1989.

ngs through the
1 amount of spproximstely $17 million.

17,614
27,569

568,264
7,60

0
26,89
0
333,873
214,515
37,063
18,900
6
367,480
2,000
°

1,00
o ™,
146, 185
308,175

522,75v
226,430

9,782
160,171

17,764
7,008

572,673
4,899
0

16,062
°
340,807
220,703
376,136
9,227
™
305,154
2,000
0
2,%0

948,253
218,200

17,70
7,10

647,025
3,505
0

17,0%
]
337,24
296,193
186, 364
10,290
a3
397,501

2,000
0

2,100
922,318

A37,200 495,919

»

79,15
283,552

563,002
9,220

650,500
7,087

375
8,%08

549, 192
191,687

3,005 12,823
6,019 193,816

124,123 4,310,295
1,542 66,622
0 175,967
2,680 211,619
0 72,157
70,806 2,469,043
2,099 1,07,7%
98,306 2,571,802
2,793 290,095
M 565
101,318 2,867,556
2,000 -
. -
2,100 --
217,353 3,469,030
57,301 773,735
103,373 1,520,179

171,282 2,672,606
58,191 1,095,708

6,027 51,308
2,008 416,768

122,063 1,252,182

81,470 379,948
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CUMAATIVE PRESENT VALUE OF PROJECT SAVINDS FOR TME FIRST
TEM VEARS OF COMMERCIAL

RISCRNTER IV 1982
ocT-oec P
vem oM B mE e mw e e pm " oA
CBY EMERGY () 1,196 5,364 7,587 15,170 8,94 16,37 11,212 17,616 17,764 17,710 3,845 122,823
O1L BARRELS SAVED (s8L 000) 1,921 8,616 12,187 20,368 4,030 25,635 17,5 27,569 17,808 27,719 6,019 193,816
AVOIDED FUEL SAVINGS ($ 000) 52,506 227,359 356,716 653,009 282,001 530,80 294,864 S68,264 572,673 647,025 124,133 4,310,295
SPINKING RESERVE SAVINGS (4 oo0) 1,006 8, 6,586 12,17 12,0n 9,008 5,603 7,00 4,099 3,505 1,52 66,612
EMERGY COST "% ($000) 26,069 39,819 40,916 41,53 27,200 [} [} 0 0 0 0 175,967
EMERCY COST "¢ (4 oo0) 0 A7,086 82,05 25,7 616 28,082 8,1% 26,09 16,062 17,09 2,69 211,619
CAPACITY COST "§™ ($ 000) 9,99 15,186 15,18 15,612 15,301 ° ° 0 0 [} 0 72,187
EMERGY COST "ups™ (4 000) 0 TO,M13 183,345 353,990 214,047 349,738 264,699 313,873 340,807 337,261 70,806 2,069,83

MET EMERGY SAVIMGS (MeE-F-G-M-1) (§ 000) 17,127 58,785 118,043 218,300 37,38 166,182 A7,678 204,515 220,703 296,193 52,099 1,847,732

CAPACITY COST "uPs™ (4 000) 0 66,655 115,060 299,254 277,399 313,037 791,328  3A7,86) 376,136 386,364 98,306 2,571,802
TRANS. PROJECT REVEME REQ. ($ 000) S7T8 3,608 16,910 64,881 67,268 55,251 80,57 18,904 9,227 10,298 2,793 290,095
TRANS. PROJECT 08N ($ 000) . 10 200 383 o) 7. ™ i3 ™m nm 5.6
NET CAPACITY COSTS (KsL+h) (4 000) S8 70,203 132,650 364,520 AS,062 369,014 332,624 367,088 185,154 397,501 101,318 2,067,556
UNIT PONER PURCHASE (ver) 0 3% 1 1,00 1,00 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 --
SOEDRE "E" (™) 550 200 20 200 ° ° 0 ° 0 0 -
DEFERRED GEN. CAPACITY () ° ° ° ° [ ™0 1,00 1,00 2,0 2,00 2,900 -
DEF. CAPACITY CARRYING CMARGES (4§ 000) 0 ° 0 0 0 200,062 35,903 680,741 ™. 753 97,318 217,353 3,089,000
DEF. CAPACITY FUEL COST § 000) 0 0 0 0 0 05,104 82,780 146,185 18,28, ..4,100 L300 173,

FUEL DISPLACEMENT BEMEFITS {$ ooh) ° ° 0 ° 0 99,928 129,099 30N, T, A7, 208 95,919 103,372 1,500,179
MET DEFERRAL SAVINGS (ReS-T) ($ 000) ° 0 0 ° 0 200,677 M9, 51,751 729,253 650,500 171,282 2,672,606
PV OF NET DEFERRAL SAVINGS (4 o06) ° 0 ° 0 0 12,709 WI,IM 17,830 283,552 227,007 58,191 1,085,708
MET FUEL SAVINGS (J+S-T) ($000) 17,127 58,785 118,A3 218,300 37,08 111,357 . 919 5,525 1,703 24,375 6,027 651,308
PY OF HET FUEL SAVINGS ($000) 15,795 48,665 88,316 185,62 12,365 59,859 w) 24,000 662 8,508 2,008 016,768
TOTAL MET BEMEFITS (J-Netl) (3 000) 16,51 (11,058) (13,807) (186,220) (308,118) 6,808 108,198 369,782 563,802 549,192 122,063 1,252,782

PRESENT VALUE OF MET BEMEFITS ($ 000) 15,254  (9,885) (10,260) (97,51) (18%,505) 31,657 S0, 160,171 219,220 191,687 41,070 379,948
FOR THE PROJECT

1’ Includes costs and savings for the period 10/82 through 12/82 only. Commercial
operation for thii project was 4/82; however, FPL did not begin recerding
actusl dets in this formet until 10/82, when the 011-Backout factor went
into effect. for the period A/82 through 9/82, customer savings through the
fue! adjustment factor were an additions! ssount of approximstely $17 miliion.

27 includes sctual data for lan-fisy 1989 plus estimstes for Jum-Dec 1989.



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition of the Florida )
Industrial Power Users Group )
to Discontinue Florida Power ) Docket No. 890148-EI
& Light Company's 0il Backout )
Cost Recovery Factor )
CERTIFICATE Of SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 13th day of July, 1989, a
true and correct copy of Florida Frower & Light Company's
Testimony and Exhibits of S. S. Waters in Docket No. 890148-El

was served by hand delivery on the following persons:

Joseph A. McGlothlin, Esq.

Lawson, McWhirter, Grandoff
& Reeves

522 East Park Avenue

Suite 200

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Marsha Rule, Esq.

Division of Legal Services
Florida Public Service Commission
101 E. Gaines Street

Tallahassee, FL 32399

Gail P. Fels

Assistant County Attorney
Metro-Dade Center

111 N.W. First Street
Suite 2810

Miami, FL 33128-1993

Jack Shreve, Esq.

John Roger Howe, Esq.

Office of the Public Counsel
624 Fuller Warren Building
202 Blount Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301
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