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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
TESTIMONY OF GERARD YUPP
DOCKET NO. 000001-EI

SEFTEMBER 21, 2000

Please state your name and address.
My name is Gerard Yupp. My address is 11770 U. S. Highway One,

North Palm Beach, Florida, 33408.

By whom are you employed and what is your position?
I am employed by Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) as Manager
of Regulated Wholesale Power Trading in the Energy Marketing and

Trading Division.

Have vou previously testified in this docket?

No.

Please summarize your educational background and professional
experience,
I graduated from Drexel University with a Bachelor of Science Degree

in Electrical Engineering in 1989. I joined the Protection and Control
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Department of FPL in 1989 as a Field Engineer and worked in the area
of relay engineering. While employed by FPL, I earned a Masters of
Business Administration degree from Florida Atlantic University in
1994. In May of 1995, 1 joined Cytec Industries as a plant electrical
engineer where I worked until October 1996. At that time, I rejoined
FPL as a real-time power trader in the Energy Marketing and Trading
Division. 1 progressed from real-time trading to short-term power

trading and assumed my current position in February 1999,

Please describe your duties and responsibilities in that position as
they relate to this docket.

I am responsible for supervising the daily operations of wholesale
power trading as well as developing longer term power and fuel
strategies. Daily operations include: fuel allocation and fuel burn
management for FPL’s oil and/or gas burning plants, coordination of
plant outages with wholesale power needs, coordination of UPS/R
scheduling with power market conditions, real-time power trading,
short term power trading, transmission procurement and scheduling.
Longer term initiatives include monthly fuel planning and evaluating
opportunities within the wholesale power markets based on forward
market conditions, FPL’s outage schedule, fuel prices and

transmission availability.
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What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to present and explain FPL's projections
for (1) dispatch costs of heavy fuel oil, light fuel oil, coal and petroleum
coke, and natural gas, (2) availability of natural gas to FPL, (3)
generating unit heat rates and availabilities, and (4) quantities and costs
of interchange and other power transactions. These projected values
were used as input values to the POWRSYM model used to calculate
the fuel costs to be included in the proposed fuel cost recovery factors

for the period January through December, 2001.

Have you prepared or caused to be prepared umnder your
supervision, direction and control an Exhibit in this proceeding?

Yes, T have. It consists of Appendix I, pages 1 through 14 of this filing.

In addition to the “Base Case” fuel price forecast, have you
prepared alternative fuel price forecasts?

Yes. In addition to the “Base Case” fuel price forecast, we have
prepared, for fuel oil and natural gas supply, two alternate forecasts, a

“Low” and a “High™ price forecast.

Why did you prepare these “Low” and “High” forecasts for fuel oil
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and gas supply?

The conditions that affect the prices of fuel oil and natural gas can
change significantly between the time the forecast is developed and the
date of the filing in September. While we do revise our short-term fuel
price forecast each month, and more often if needed, in order to support
fuel purchase decisions, it is not possible to wait until we have our early
September fuel price forecast update to rerun our POWRSYM system
simulation, in order to reflect the latest changes in fuel market
conditions, and still meet our September 21, 2000 filing date.
Furthermore, while FPL has, in the past, rerun its projections and re-
filed its fuel cost recovery factor after its initial filing to reflect late
changes in fuel market conditions, this approach does not provide the
same flexibility to react to those changes that use of a banded forecast
provides. Trying to incorporate such “last minute” changes puts us at
risk of not having adequate time to produce new computer simulations

and all of the associated documentation required for filing.

Therefore, in addition to the “Base Case” forecast of future fuel prices,
FPL prepared “Low” and “High” fuel price forecasts to define a
reasonable range of fuel oil and natural gas prices. We then used these
alternate forecasts as inputs to the POWRSYM model to determine what

the Fuel Factor would be if it were based on fuel prices at either end of
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the range. This gives us the flexibility to propose the Fuel Factor that
most appropriately reflects our view of future fuel oil and natural gas

prices at the time of the projection filing,

Why did you prepare alternate forecasts for fuel oil and gas supply
only?
Because coal and petroleum coke prices have been and are expected to

continue to be steady, and gas transportation costs are well defined.

How is your tesﬁlflony organized?

My testimony first describes the basis for the “Base Case™ fuel pﬁée
forecast for oil, coal and petroleum coke, and natural gas, as well as, the
projection for natural gas availability. Then it describes the “Low” and
“High” price forecasts for fuel oil and natural gas supply. Then my
testimony addresses plant heat rates, outage factors, planned outages,
and changes in generation capacity. Lastly, my testimony addresses

projected interchange and purchased power transactions.

BASE CASE FUEL PRICE FORECAST
What are the key factors that could affect FPL's price for heavy
fuel oil during the January throngh December, 2001 period?

The key factors are (1) demand for crude oil and petroleum products
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(including heavy fuel oil), (2) non-OPEC crude oil production, (3) the
extent to which OPEC production matches actual demand for OPEC
crude oil, (4) the price relationship between heavy fuel oil and crude oil,
and (5) the terms of FPL's heavy fuel oil supply and transportation

contracts.

In the Base Case, world demand for crude oil and petroleum products is
projected to be somewhat stronger in 200! than in 2000 due to
improved world economic conditions, especially in Asia, and continued
strong petroleumn product demand in the United States and Europe.
Although crude oil production capacity will be more than adequate to
meet the projected strong crude oil and petroleum product demand,
general adherence by OPEC members to its most recent production
accord, and the continued alliance of Mexico and Norway with OPEC,
will prevent significant overproduction and keep the supply of crude oil

and pefroleum products tight during most of 2001.

What is the projected relationship between heavy fuel oil and crude
o0il prices during the January through December, 2001 period?

The price of heavy fuel oil on the U. 8. Gulf Coast (1.0% sulfur) is
projected to be approximately 84% of the price of West Texas
Intermediate (WTI) crude oil during this period.

&
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Please provide FPL's projection for the dispatch cost of heavy fuel
oil for the January through December, 2001 period.

FPL's Base Case projection for the system average dispatch cost of
heavy fuel cil, by sulfur grade, by month, is provided in Appendix I on

page 3, in dollars per barrel.

What are the key factors that could affect the price of light fuel oil?
The key factors that affect the price of light fuel oil are similar to those

described above for heavy fuel oil.

Please provide FPL's projection for the dispatch cost of light fuel oil
for the period from January through December, 2001. |

FPL's Base (Case projection for the system average diSpatcﬁ' cost of light
oil, by sulfur grade, by month, is shown in Appendix I on page 4, in

dollars per barrel.

What is the basis for FPL's projections of the dispatch cost for St
Johns’ River Power Park (SJRPP) and Scherer Plant?

FPL's projected dispatch cost for SJRPP is based on FPL's price
projection for spot coal and petroleum coke delivered to SJRPP. The

dispatch cost for Scherer is based on FPL’s price projection for spot coal
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- delivered to Scherer Plant.

For SJIRPP, annual coal volumes delivered under long-term contracts
are fixed on October st of the previous year. For Scherer Plant, the
annual volume of coal delivered under long-term contracts is set by the
terms of the contracts. Therefore, the price of coal delivered under long-

term contracts does not affect the daily dispatch decision.

In the case of SJRPP, FPL will continue to blend petroleum coke with
the coal in order to reduce fuel costs. It is anticipated that petroleum
coke will represent 17.5% of the fuel blend at SJRPP during 2001. The
lower price of petroleum coke is reflected in the projected dispatch cost

for STRPP, which is based on this projected fuel blend.

Please provide FPL's projection for the dispatch cost for SJRPP
and Scherer Plant for the January through December, 2001 period.
FPL's projected system weighted average dispatch cost of “solid fuel”
(coal and petroleurn coke) for this period, by month, in dollars per

million BTU, delivered to plant, is shown in Appendix I on page 5.

What are the factors that can affect FPL's natural gas prices during

the January through December, 2001 period?
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In general, the key factors are (1) domestic natiral gas demand and
supply, (2) natural gas imports, (3) heavy fuel oil prices, and (4) the
terms of FPL's gas supply and transportation contracts. The dominant
factors influencing the projected price of natural gas in 2001 are: (1)
projected natural gas demand in North America will continue to grow
moderately in 2001, primarily in the electric generation sector, and (2)
natural gas deliverability increases from the U.S. Guif Coast to the
market and imports from Canada will be available to meet these

projected increases in demand.

What are the factors that affect the availability of natural gas to
FPL during the J aﬁuary through December, 2001 period?

The key factors are (1) the existing capacity of natural gas transportation
facilities into Florida, (2) the Phase IV expansion of the Florida Gas
Transmission Pipeline System, (3) the portion of that capacity that is
contractually allocated to FPL on a firm, "guaranteed” basis each month,

and (4) the natural gas demand in the State of Florida.

The current capacity of natural gas transportation facilities into the State
of Florida 15 1,455,000 million BTU per day. The Phase IV expansion
of the Florida Gas Transmission Pipeline System is assumed to be

complete by May 1, 2001 increasing the capacity of the natural gas
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transportation facility into the State of Florid.a by 272,000 million BTU
per day to 1,727,000 million BTU per day (including FPL’s firm
allocation of 505,000 to 750,000 million BTU per day, depending on the
month). Total demand for natural gas in the State during the period
(including FPL's firm allocation) is projected to be between 35,000 and
220,000 million BTU per day below the pipeline’s total capacity. This
projected available pipeline capacity could enable FPL to acquire and
deliver additional natural gas, beyond FPL's 505,000 to 750,000 million
BTU per day of firmn, "guaranteed” allocation, should it be economically

attractive, relative to other energy choices.

Please provide FPL's projections for the dispatch cost and
availability (to FPL) of natural gas for the Janunary through
December, 2001 period.

FPL's Base Case projections of the system average dispatch cost in
dollars per million BTU and availability of natural gas in thousand,
million BTU’s per day, by month, are provided in Appendix I on page

6.

“LOW” and “HIGH” PRICE FORECASTS FOR FUEL OIL AND
GAS SUPPLY

What is the basis for the “Low” forecast for fuel oil and gas

10
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supply?

The “Low” forecast prices for fuel oil and gas supply were set such that
based on the consensus among FPL’s fuel buyers and energy analysts,
there is less than a 5% likelihood that the actual monthly average price
of each fuel for each month in the Janunary through December, 2001

period will be below the “Low” price forecast.

Please provide the “Low” price forecasts for fuel oil and gas supply.

FPL’s projection for the average dispatch cost of heavy fuel oil, by
sulfur grade, by month, based on the “Low” price forecast is provided in
Appendix I on page 7, in dollars per barrel. FPL’s projection for the
average dispatch cost of light fuel oil based on the “Low”™ price forecast,
by sulfur grade, by month, is shown in Appendix I on page 8, in dollars
per barrel. FPL’s projections of the system average dispatch cost of
natural gas based on the “Low” price forecast are provided in Appendix

I on page 9, in dollars per million BTU.

What is the basis for the “High™ forecast for fuel oil and gas
supply?

The “High” forecast prices for fuel 0il and gas supply were set such that
based on the consensus among FPL’s fuel buyers and energy analysts,

there is less than a 5% likelihood that the actual average monthly price
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of each fuel for each month in the January through December, 2001

period will be above the “High” price forecast.

Please provide the “High” price forecasts for fuel oil and gas
supply.

FPL'’s projection for the average dispatch cost of heavy fuel oil, by
sulfur grade, by month, based on the “High” price forecast is provided
in Appendix I on page 10, in dollars per barrel. FPL’s projection for the
average dispatch cost of light fuel oil based on the “High” price forecast,
by sulfur grade, by ﬁlonth, is shown in Appendix I on page 11, in dollars
per barrel. FPL’s projections of the system average dispatch cost of
natural gas based on the “High” price forecast are provided in Appendix

1 on page 12, in dollars per million BTU.

Based on FPL’s current (September, 2000) view of the fuel oil and
natural gas markets, at what level do you now project prices will be
during the January through December, 2001 period?

Based on current market conditions, and consistent with our September,
2000 forecast update, FPL now projects that actual fuel oil and gas
prices during the January through December, 2001 period will be the
closest to those projected in the “Base Case” price forecast, than the

“Low” or “High” price forecast. Therefore, the projected fuel costs

12



10

11

12

13

14

15

is

17

18

15

20

21

22

calculated by POWRSYM using the “Base Case” oil and gas price
forecast are the most appropriate projected costs for the January through
December, 2000 period. As stated in the testimony of Korel M. Dubin,
the “Base Case” oil and gas price forecast was used to calculate the

proposed Fuel Factor for the period January through December, 2001.

PLANT HEAT RATES, OUTAGE FACTORS, PLANNED
OUTAGES, and CHANGES IN GENERATING CAPACITY
Please describe how you have developed the projected unit Average

Net Operating Heat Rates shown in Appendix Il on Schedule E4.

The projected Average Net Operating Heat Rates were calculated by the |

POWRSYM model. The current heat rate equations and efficiency
factors for FPL's generating units, which present heat rate as a function
of unit power level, were used as inputs to POWRSYM for this
calculation. The heat rate equations and efficiency factors are updated
as appropriate, based on historical unit performance and projected
changes due to plant upgrades, fuel grade changes, or results of

performance tests.

Are you providing the outage factors projected for the period
January through December, 2001?

Yes. This data is shown in Appendix I on page 13.

13
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How were the outage factors for this period tdeveloped?

The unplanned outage factors were developed using the actual historical
full and partial outage event data for each of the units. The historical
unplanned outage factor of each generating unit was adjusted, as
necessary, to eliminate non-recurring events and recognize the effect of
planned outages to arrive at the projected factor for the January through

December, 2001 period.

Please describe significant planned outages for the January through
December, 2001 period.

Planned outages at our nuclear units are the most significant in relation
to Fuel Cost Recovery. St. Lucie Unit No.1 will be out of service for
refueling from March 26, 2001 until April 25, 2001, of thirty days
during the projected period. Turkey Point Unit No. 3 is scheduled to be
out of service for refueling from October 1, 2001, until October 31,
2001, or thirty days during the projected period. St. Lucie Unit No. 2
will be out of service for refueling from November 19, 2001, until
December 19, 2001, or thirty days during the projected period. There

are no other significant planned outages during the projected period.

Please list any changes to FPL.’s “continuous” generation capacity,

i4
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actual, or projected to take place during the period ending

December 2001, that were not reflected in FPL’s Fuel Cost
Recovery filing of October 1, 1999,

The Fort Myers repowering project and the addition of simple cycle
combustion turbines at the Martin site will increase both the Net
Winter Continuous Capability (NWCC) and the Net Summer
Continuous Capability (NSCC). This data is shown in Appendix I on

pagel4.

INTERCHANGE and PURCHASED POWER TRANSACTIONS
Are you providing the projected interchange and purchased power
transactions forecasted for January through December, 2001?

Yes. This data is shown in Appendix II on Schedules E6, E7, E8, and

E9 of this filing.

What fuel price forecast for fuel oil and gas supply was used to
project interchange and purchased power transactions?

The interchange and purchased power transactions presented below, and
shown in Appendix I on Schedules E6, E7, E8 and E9, were developed

using the “Base Case” fuel price forecast for fuel oil and gas supply.

In what types of interchange transactions does FPL engage?

15
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FPL purchases interchange power from others under several types of
interchange transactions which have been previously described in this
docket: Emergency - Schedule A; Short Term Firm - Schedule B;
Economy - Schedule C; Extended Economy - Schedule X; Opportunity

Sales - Schedule OS; and UPS Replacement Energy - Schedule R.

For services provided by FPL to other utilities, FPL has developed
amended Imterchange Service Schedules, including AF/AS
(Emergency), BE/BS (Scheduled Maintenance), CF (Economy), DF/DS
{Outage), and XF (Extended Economy). These amended schedules
replace and supersede existing Interchange Service Schedules A, B, C,

D, and X for services provided by FPL.

Does FPL have arrangements other than interchange agreements
for the purchase of electric power and energy which are included in
your projections?

Yes. FPL purchases coal-by-wire electrical energy under the 1988 Unit
Power Sales Agreement (UPS) with the Southern Companies. FPL has
contracts to purchase nuclear energy under the St. Lucie Plant Nuclear
Reliability Exchange Agreements with Orlando Utilities Commission
(OUC) and Florida Municipal Power Agency (FMPA). FPL also

purchases energy from JEA's portion of the SJRPP Units. Additionally,

16




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

i7

18

19

20

21

22

FPL purchases energy and capacity from Qualifying Facilities under

existing tariffs and contracts.

Please provide the projected energy costs to be recovered through
the Fuel Cost Recovery Clause for the power purchases referred to
above during the January throngh December, 2001 period.

Under the UPS agreement FPL's capacity entitlement during the
projected period is 931 MW from January through December, 2001.
Based upon the altenate and supplemental energy provisions of UPS,
an availability factor of 100% is applied to these capacity entitlements to
project energy purchases. The projected UPS energy (unit) cost for this
period, used as an input to POWRSYM, is based on data provided by
the Southern Companies. For the period, FPL projecis the purchase of
5,896,577 MWH of UPS Energy at a cost of $92,458,690. In addition,
we project the purchase of 276,239 MWH of UPS Replacement energy
(Schedule R) at a cost of $6,640,670. The total UPS Energy plus

Schedule R projections are presented in Appendix II on Schedule E7.

Energy purchases from the JEA-owned portion of the St. Johns River
Power Park generation are projected to be 3,096,772 MWH for the
period at an energy cost of $38,288,980. FPL's cost for energy

purchases under the St. Lucie Plant Reliability Exchange Agreements is

17
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a fimction of the operation of 8t. Lucie Unit 2 and the fue! costs to the
owners. For the period, we project purchases of 460,048 MWH at a
cost of $2,011,657. These projections are shown in Appendix I on

Schedule E7.

In addition, as shown in Appendix Il on Schedule E8, we project that
purchases from Qualifying Facilities for the period will provide

7,163,233 MWH at a cost to FPL of $148,060,870.

How were energy costs related to purchases from Qualifying
Facilities developed?

For those contracts that entitle FPL to purchase "as-available" energy
we used FPL's fuel price forecasts as inputs to the POWRSYM model to
project FPL's avoided energy cost that is used to set the price of these
energy purchases each month. For those contracts that enable FPL to
purchase fim capacity and energy, the applicable Unit Energy Cost
mechanism prescribed in the contract is used 1o project monthly energy

cosls.

Please describe the method used to forecast the Off-System Sales
and Economy Purchases.

The quantity of Off-System sale and Economy Purchase transactions are

18
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projected based upon estimated generation costs and expected market

conditions.

What are the forecasted amounts and costs of Off-System sales?

We have projected 1,775,000 MWH of Off-System sales for the period.
The projected fuel cost related to these sales is $70,533,750. The
projected transaction revenue from the sales is $104,410,000. The gain

for Off-Sysiem sales is $26,137,870 and is credited to our customers.

In what document are the fuel costs of Off-System sales

transactions reported?

Appendix II, on Schedule E6, provides the total MWH of energy, total
dollars for fuel adjustment, total cost, and total gain for Off-System

sales.

What are the forecasted amounts and cost of energy being sold
under the St. Lucie Plant Reliability Exchange Agreement?
We project the sale of 436,977 MWH of energy at a cost of $2,218,829.

These projections are shown in Appendix Il on Schedule E6.

What are¢ the forecasted amounts and costs of Economy energy

1%
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purchases for the January to December, 2001 period?

The costs of these purchases are shown in Appendix I on Schedule E9
of. For the period FPL projects it will purchase a total of 1,599,726
MWH at a cost of $52,401,269. If generated, we estimate that this
energy would cost $60,978,017. Therefore, these purchases are

projected to result in savings of $8,576,748.

SUMMARY

Would you please summarize your testimony?

Yes. In my testimony I have presented FPL's fuel price projections for
the fuel cost recovery period of January through December, 2001,
including FPL’s “Base Case,” and “Low” and “High” price forecasts for
fuel oil and gas supply. I have explained why the projected fuel costs
developed using the “Base Case™ price forecast are the most appropriate
for the January through December, 2001 period. In addition, I have
presented FPL's projections for generating unit heat rates and
availabilities, and the quantities and costs of interchange and other
power transactions for the same period. These projections were based
on the best information available to FPL and they were used as inputs to
the POWRSYM model in developing the projected Fuel Cost Recovery

Factors for the January through December, 2001 period.

20



1 Q. Does this conclude your testimony?

2 A, Yes, it does.
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
TESTIMONY CF R. L. WADE
DOCKET NO. 00000i-EI

September 21, 2000

Please state your name and address.

My name is Robert L. Wade. My business address is

700 Universe Boulevard, Juno Beach, Florida 33408.

By whom are you employed and what is your position?
I am employed by Florida Power & Light Company
(FPL} as Director, Business Services in the Nuclear

Business Unit.

Have you previously testified in this docket?

Yes, I have.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to present and
explain FPL's projections of nuclear fuel costs for
the thermal energy (MMBTU) to be produced by our

nuclear units and costs of disposal of spent
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nuclear fuel. Both of these cosfs were input wvalues
tc POWERSYM used to calculate the costs to be
included in the proposed fuel cost recovery factors

for the period January 2001 through December 2001.

What is the basis for FPL's projections of nuclear
fuel costs?

FPL's nuclear fuel cost projections are developed
using energy producticon at our nuclear units and
their operating schedules, for the period January

2001 through December 2001.

Please provide FPL's projecticn for nuclear fuel
unit costs and energy for the period January 2001
through December 2001.

FPL. projects the nuclear units will produce
241,302,766 MMBTU of energy at a cost of $0.295]1
per MMBTU, excluding spent fuel disposal costs for
the period January 2001 through December 2001.
Projections by nuclear unit and by month are in

Appendix II, on Schedule E-4, starting on page 16.
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Please provide FPL's projections for spent nuclear
fuel disposal costs for the period January 2001
through December 2001 and explain the basis for
FPL's projections.

FPL's projections for spent nuclear fuel disposal
costs of approximately $22.0 million are provided
in Appendix II, on Schedule E-2, starting on page
10. These projections are based on FPL's contract
with the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), which
sets the spent fuel disposal fee at 0.9259 mill per
net Kwh generated minus transmission and

distribution line losses.

Please provide FPL's projection for Decontamination
and Deconmissioning (D&D) costs to be paid in the
period January 2001 through December 2001 explain
the basis for FPL's projection.

FPL's projection of $6.1 million for D&D costs is
based on the amcunt to be paid during the Period
January 2001 through December 2001 and is included
in Appendix II, on Schedule E-2 starting on page

10,
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Are there currently any unresolved disputes under
FPL's nuclear fuel contracts?
Yes. As reported in prior testimonies, there are

two unresolved disputes.

1. Spent Fuel Disposal Dispute. The first

dispute is under FPL's contract with the Department
of Energy (DOE) for final disposal of spent nuclear
fuel. FPL, along with a number o¢f electric
utilities, states, and state regulatory agencies
filed suit against DOE over DOE's denial of its
obligation to accept spent nuclear fuel beginning
in 1998, On July 23, 1996, the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit (D.C.
Circuit}) held that DOE is required by the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act (NWPA) to take title and dispose
of spent nuclear fuel from nuclear power plants
beginning on January 31, 1998. DOE declined to seek
further review of the decision, which was remanded
to DOE for further proceedings. On December 17,
1996, DOE advised the electric utilities that it
would not begin to dispose of spent nuclear fuel by

the unconditional deadline.
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In response to DOE's letter, FPL, other electric
utilities, states, and state utility commissions
petitioned  the D.C. Circuit for an order
authorizing the suspension of payments inteo the
Nuclear Waste Fund (NWF)} without prejudice to the
utilities’ contract rights until DOE performs on
its unconditional obligation to take title to and
dispose of spent nuclear fuel. The petitioners also
requested an order requiring DOE to begin disposing
of spent nuclear fuel by January 31, 1998 or in the
alternative, directing DOE to develop a pfogram
that would enable the agency to begin disposing of
spent nuclear fuel by January 31, 1998. ({Northern

States Power Co. v. DOE).

While the petition was pending, and before oral
argument, DOE issued a letter on June 3, 1997 to
all electric wutilities with nuclear plants that
have contracts with DOE for spent fuel disposal
asserting its preliminary position that the delay
in disposal of spent nuclear fuel was

*unavoidable.” Based on this conclusion, DOE
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asserted that it was not responsible for delays in

disposal of spent nuclear fuel.

On November 14, 1997, a panel of the D.C. Circuit
granted the mandamus petition in part, finding that
DOE did not abide by the Court’s earlier ruling
that the NWPA imposes an unconditional obligation
on DOE tc bedin disposal of spent fuel by January
31, 1998. The writ of mandamus precludes DOE from
excusing its own delay on the grounds that it has
not vet prepared a permanent repository or interim
storage facility. The Court did not grant the other
requests for relief. The Court stated in its
decision that the utility contfact holders should
pursue remedies against DOE in the appropriate

forum.

On May 5, 1998, the D.C. Circuit denied petitions
for rehearing filed by DOE and Yankee Atomic
Electric Company. The Court also denied requests

by all other petitioners in the Northern States

Power case for an order requiring DOE to begin

spent fuel disposal. On November 30, 1998, the
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U.S. Supreme Court denied petitions for a writ of
certiorari filed by the states and state utility

commissions, and by DOE.

On June 8, 1998, FPL filed a lawsuit against DOE in
the U.S. Court of Federal Claims, claiming in
excess of $300,000,000 in damages arising out of
DOE’'s failure to begin spent fuel disposal on
January 31, 1998, On 2pril 6, 1999, the Court of
Federal Claims granted DOE’s motion to dismiss a
companion lawsuit brought by Northern States Power
Company (NSP) on grounds that NSP failed to exhaust
its administrative remedies prior to filing the
lawsuit and should have first filed a claim with
DOE’s Contracting Officer. On August 31, 2000, the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit
reversed the decision of the Court of Federal
Claims, holding that NSP could prcoceed with 1its
spent fuel damages lawsult against DOE in court
without proceeding first before DOE’s Contracting

Officer.
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It 1is possible that the decision of the Federal
Circuit on the Jjurisdictional issue could be
reviewed by the full panel of the Federal Circuit,
and then by the U.S. Supreme Court. FPL’s lawsuit
has been stayed pending the outcome of the NSP
case. If the Federal Circuit decision stands, FPL
would move the Court of Claims for summary
judgement on liability and then proceed toward a
trial to determine the amount of damages owed by

DOE.

2{(a) .Uranium Enrichment Pricing Disputes -~ FY 1993

Qvercharges. FPL is currently seeking to resclve a

pricing dispute concerning uranium enrichment
services purchased from the United States (U.S.)
Government, prior to July 1, 1993. FPL's contract
for enrichment services with the U.S. Government
calls for pricing to be calculated in accordance
with "Established DOE Pricing Policy". Such policy
had always been one of cost recovery, which
included costs related to the Decontamination and
Decommissioning {D&D) of the DOE's enrichment

facilities. However, the Energy Policy Act of 1892
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(The Act) requires utilities to make separate
payments to the U.S. Treasury for D&D, starting in
Fiscal Year 1993. FPL has been making such
payments. Therefore, D&D should not have been
included in the price charged by DOE for deliveries
during Fiscal Year 1993, and the price should have
been reduced accordingly. FPL filed a claim with
the DOE Contracting Officer on July 14, 1995, for a
refund for such deliveries. On October 13, 1995,
the DQOE Contracting Officer officially rejected
FPL's c¢laim. On October 11, 1996, FPL, along with
five other U.S. utilities and one foreign entity,
appealed DOE's rejection of the Fiscal Year 1993
overchar¢ge c¢laim with the U.S. Court of Federal

Claims (FPL v. DOE).

On August 12, 1998, the Court of Federal Claims
dismissed FPL’s complaint. O©On August 25, 1929, the
Federal Circuit reversed the decision of the Court
of Federal Claims, and remanded the issue for
trizal. FPL expects DOE to file a motion for
summary -judgment before trial. Assuming the motion

is resolved in FPL’s favor, FPL expects that trial
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will take place in the second quarter of 2001. If
the Court grants DOE’s motion, FPL has the right to

appeal the Court’s decision to the Federal Circuit.

2(b) .Uranium Enrichment Pricing Disputes =

Challenge to D&D Assessment. In a related case,

Yankee Atomic Electric Company had challenged the
authority of the United States to impose the D&D
fees. On May 6, 1997, a panel of the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the Federal Circuit held that the D&D
special assessment was lawful under the Energy

Policy Act. United States v. Yankee Atomic Electric

Co. A lower court had ruled that the D&D special
assessmenf was unlawful. On August 15, 1997, the
full panel of the Federal Circuit denied Yankee’s
request for rehearing. On June 26, 1998, the TU.S.
Supreme Court denied Yankee’s petition for a writ

of certiorari.

FPL. has Jjoined a complaint filed by 21 U.S.
utilities in the U.S. District Court for the

Southern District of New York challenging the D&D

10
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assessment as a violation of the due process clause
of the Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.

{Consolidated Edison Co. v. United States). The

Southern District of New York trial Jjudge granted
the Government’s motion for a stay of discovery in
the Consolidated Edison case pending the
Government’s appeal of the Southern District’s
denial of the Government’s request to transfer the
case to the Court of Federal Clains. The
Government’s appeal to the Federal Circuit has been
briefed and érgued. A decision is expected before

the end of 2000.

As a protective measure, on July 27, 1998, FPL
filed a claim before DOE’s Contracting Officer and
on July 29, 1998, a complaint with the U.S. Court
of Federal Claims challenging the D&D assessment on
grounds that the D&D assessment is an impermissible
retroactive adjustment to previcus fixed price
uranium enrichment service contracts. FPL’s lawsuit
in the Court of Federazl Claims has been stayed
prending resolution of the proceedings in the

Southern District of New York. Similar protective

11
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complaints filed by four other utilities have been
dismissed by the Court of Federal Claims. 2&ll four
utilities have appealed the dismissal of their
claims; three of those cases have been briefed and
argued. A decision in those cases 1s expected

before the end of 2000.

Please explain the project to expand the spent
fuel storage capacity at the st. Lucie Plant.

As stated in my prior testimony, the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit (D.C.
Circuit) has affirmed that the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act (NWPA} imposes an obligation on the DOE to take
title and dispose of spent' nuélear._fuel from
nuclear power plants beginning on Januarf 31, 1998,
The DOE did not begin accepting épent hdclear fuel
in 1998. The earliest date projected by the DOE
for Yucca Mountain (the designated geologic
repository) to be fully operational is 2010. For
planning purposes, FPL assumes that the DOE will
not begin accepting spent fuel until 2015. Under
this assumption, FPL spent fuel would start being

removed from the plant sites in 2016.

12
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In the meantime, the two spent fuei pools at the
St. Lucie Plant are approaching their current
licensed capacity. FPL projects that it will lose
the ability to remove the entire core and place
that fuel in the spent fuel pools for Unit 1 in
2005 and for Unit 2 in 2007. If FPL does not
implement: the St. TILucie Spent Fuel Storage
Project, it will eventually reach the point when
there will be no place to store discharged fuel.
If FPL is unable to discharge spent fuel from the
reactor core, FPL will be unable to load new fuel
in the reactor core. The inability to load new
fuel effectively results in the shut down of the

unit.

What previous steps have been taken by FPL to
ensure adegquate storage capacity for spent fuel at
the S8t. Lucie Plant?

FPL has taken the following steps to ensure
adequate storage of spent fuel at the St. Lucie
Plant.

1) High-density storage racks were installed in

the spent fuel peol of St. Lucie Unit 1.

2) FPL regquested and received a licénse amendment

from +the NRC in 1999 that increased the

13
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3)

4)

5)

licensed capacity of the spent fuel pool of St.
Lucie Unit 2 by two hundred and eighty-four
fuel assemblies.

FPLL. has participated in industry lawsuits
against the DOE. The intent of these lawsuits
has been to affirm DOE's legal obligation to
accept spent fuel, to maintain pressure on DOE
to make progress towards acceptance of spent
fuel, to affirm that DOE's delayed performance
has adversely affected the owners and customers
of utilities that generate power with nuclear
power plants, and ultimateiy to recover damages
caused by DOE's delay in performance of its
spent nmuclear fuel disposal obligations.
Through industry organizations, FPL has
supported legislation that would set the
government's high level waste program back on
course and require DOE to meet its obligations.
In 2000, the U.S. Senate and House passed the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act Amendments bill.
President Clinton vetoed the bill. Neither the
Senate nor the House had a sufficient margin to
override the veto.

Since 1992 FPL has been monitoring and

evaluating the status of various spent fuel

14
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storage alternatives. The intent of this
effort was to ensure that FPL considered all
feasibkble alternatives and to ensure that FPL
began implementation of storage alternatives in

time to prevent shut down of either unit.

What is the status of spent fuel storage at the
Turkey Point Plant?

FPL. projects that Turkey Point will lose the
ability to remove the entire core and place that
fuel in the spent fuel pools for Unit 3 in 2010

and for Unit 4 in 2011.

Briefly describe the scope of the St. Lucie Spent
Fuel Sterage Project.

The precject is pursuing two methods to expand the
spent fuel storage capacity at St. Lucie. First,
FPL is studying the feasibility of installing new
high—-density storage racks in the Unit 2 spent fuel
pool and licensing the capability of Iinstalling
storage racks in a portion of the spent fuel pools
intended for use in transferring fuel into storage
canisters or casks (cask pits). Second, FPL will

develop fthe capability to store spent fuel outside

15
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of the spent fuel pool in dry storage containers
licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Comnission (NRC)
under 10 CFR Part 72. Before transfer to the DOE
facility, these containers would be located at
either the 8t. Lucie Plant or at a facility
operated by Private Fuel Storage, LLC (PFS) 1in
Tooele County, Utah. Dry storage facilities are
usually referred to as an independent spent fuel

storage installation ({(ISFSI).

Are the two storage methods mutually exclusive?

No. If installing new high-density storage racks
for St. Lucie Unit 2, and cask pit racks are
feasible, this additicnal capacity merely defers
the need for developing the capability to transfer

spent fuel to dry storage.

How will FPL make the decision on which alternative
to pursue?

FPL will choose an alternative that minimizes the
life-cycle cost of spent fuel storage while
maximizing FPL's ability to be flexible in response

to uncertainty surrounding the issue of spent fuel

16
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1)

2)

storage and disposal. Selection of a least cost
alternative implies the ability to forecast the
future with some degree of certainty. For spent
fuel storage, the following uncertainties and risks
exist:

For options that increase the capacity of the
existing spent fuel pools, there is the risk of
intervention when FPL requests an amendment to the
operating licenses of the units. Dry storage
technologies 1licensed under the general license
provisions of 10 CFR Part 72 may be implemented
without an amendment to the operating licenses and
without the risk and uncertainty of intervention
before the NRC. An amendment to the operating
license would be required for issues related to
fuel handling.

There is uncertainty when DCE will begin accepting
spent fuel and at what rates.

FPL's ultimate accumnulation of spent fuel
assemblies is uncertain. If FPL receives license
renewals and utilizes the right to operate the
nuclear units over an additional twenty-year term,

the accumulation and disposition of spent fuel will

17
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3)

be different than under the term of the existing
operating licenses.

There 1is uncertainty regarding the ability of
vendors of dry storage systems to deliver storage
equipment and services on a just-in-time basis.
There 1is uncertainty if the PFS facility will be
successfully licensed and begin accepting spent

fuel.

What is FFS?

FPL purchased an interest in PFS in May 2000. PFS
is a conscrtium of eight utilities seekihg to
license, construct, and operate an independent
spent fuel storage installation in Toocele County,
Utah, on the reservation of the Skull Valley Band
of the Goshute Indian tribe. PFS has filed a
license application with the NRC. Hearings on the
safety aspects of the application began in June
2000. A second round of hearings on safety is
scheduled to be held in 2001. PFS expects a license
decision from the NRC by the end of 2001. Based on
an affirmative decision, operaticns could begin by

the end of 2003. If operation of the PFS facility

18
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proceeds as expected, FPL may be able to reduce the
costs for a dry storage installation over what
would be required absent offsite storage

capability.

What sorts of costs will be incurred as part of the

St. Lucie Spent Fuel Storage Project?

For high-density storage racks for Unit 2 or

additional «cask pit racks, these costs would

include:

1) Design and engineering;

2) Procurement and installation of the storage
racks; and

3) Disposal of the old steorage racks as low level
radicactive waste and packaging and processing

of ifems currently stored in the cask pits.

For the development and implementation of dry

storage capability, these costs would include:

1) Design and engineering for an independent spent
fuel storage installation (ISFSI} and for fuel
handling equipment:

2) Construction of an ISFSI;

19
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3) Upgrade of cranes in the fuel handling buildings;

4) Procurement of storage canisters and protective
overpacks;

5) Procurement of transportation equipment; and

6) Site infrastructure modifications (i.e., heavy
haul roads) necessary to permit movement cf spent

fuel from the spent fuel pool to the ISFSI.

If the PFS initiative is successful, FPL’'s costs
would include PFS-construction, PFS~supplied
equipment and services, and annual storage fees for

spent fuel stored at the PFS facility.

What is FPL’s estimate of costs for the St. Lucie
Spent Fuel Storage Project?

Preliminary estimates of costs for storage options
range from $4 million to $51 million for the period
of 2001 through 2005. Additional costs would be
incurred beyond 2005, however the magnitude 1is

subject to the uncertainty previously described.

Why is there such a range in the project estimates

for 2001 through 20057

20
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The $51 million estimate is based on utilization of
PFS and development of an ISFSI during the five-
year period. The $4 million estimate reflects an
incremental approach whereby additional storage
capacity would be added in increments and deferred
as long as possible. FPL would be able to defer

development of an ISFSI at the St. Lucie Plant.

Is FPL requesting that the St. ILucie Spent Fuel
Storage Froject be recovered through the Fuel Cost
Recovery Clause?

FPL 1is not requesting recovery through the Fuel
Cost Recovery Clause at this time, although FPL
will be incurring costs beginning in 2001 necessary
for the S5t. Lucie Spent Fuel Steorage Project.
However, FPL would like to be able to request
recovery of appropriate costs associated with this
project at some future date, including costs
incurred in 2001, once FPL makes a decision on

which alternative or alternatives to use.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes, it does.

21
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BEFORE: THE FLORIDA PUBL.IC SERVICE COMMISSION
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
TESTIMONY OF KOREL M. DUBIN
DOCKET NO. 000001-El

September 21, 2000

Please siate your name and address.

My name is Korel M. Bubin and my business address is 9250 West

Flagler Street, Miami, Florida 33174.

By whom are you employed and in what capacity?
| am employed by Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) as Manager

of Reguiatory issues in the Regulatory Affairs Department.

Have you previously testified in this docket?

Yes, | have.

What is the purpose of your testimonj?

The purpose of my testimony is to present for Commission review and
approval the fuel cost recovery factors (FCR) and the capacity cost
recovery factors (CCR) for the Company's rate schedules for the
period January 2001 through December 2001. The caiculation of the
fuel factors is based on projected fuel cost, using the "base case”

forecast as described in the testimony of FPL Witness Gerry Yupp,
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and operational data as set forth in Commission Schedules E1 through
E10, H1 and other exhibits filed in this proceeding and data previously
approved by the Commission. | am alse providing projections of
avoided energy costs for purchases from small power producers and
cogenerators and an updated ten year projection of Florida Power &

Light Company's annual generation mix and fuel prices.

Have you prepared or caused to be prepared under your
direction, supervision or control an exhibit in this proceeding?
Yes, | have. It consists of various schedules included in Appendices
Il and ili. Appendix |l contains the FCR related schedules and

Appendix lll contains the CCR related schedules.

FCR Schedules A-1 through A-9 for January 2000 through August
2000 have been filed monthly with the Commission, are served on all

parties and are incorporated herein by reference.

What is the source of the data that you will present by way of
testimony or exhibits in this proceeding?

Unless ctherwise indicated, the actual data is taken from the books
and records of FPL. The books and records are kept in the regular
course of our business in accordance with generally accepted
accounting principles and practices and provisions of the Uniform

System of Accounts as prescribed by this Commission.
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FUEL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE

What is the proposed levelized fuei factor for which the Company
requests approval?

2.925¢ per kWh. Schedule El, Page 3 of Appendix | shows the
calculatiors of this twelve-month levelized fuel factor. Schedule E2,
Pages 10 and 11 of Appendix Il indicates the monthly fuel factors for
January 2001 through December 2001 and also the twelve-month

levelized fuel factor for the period.

Has the Company developed a twelve-month levelized fuel factor
for its Time of Use rates?

Yes. Scheduie E1-D, Page 8 of Appendix Il, provides a twelve-month
levelized fuel factor of 3.213¢ per kWh on-peak and 2.798¢ per kWh

off-peak for our Time of Use rate schedutes.

Were these calculations made in accordance with the procedures
previously approved in this Docket?

Yes, they were.

What is the true-up amount that FPL is requesting to be included
in the fuel factor for the January 2001 through December 2001
period?

On August 23, 2000, FPL filed its Estimated/Actual True-up, an
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underrecovery of $518, 005,376, for the period January 2000 through
December 2000. In order to mitigate the impact of this large
underrecovery on customer bills, FPL is proposing to spread this
estimated/actual true-up undemrecovery of $518,005,376 over a two-
year period. This results in a Residential 1,000 kWh bill for 2001 that
is $2.99 lower than if recovered over a one year period. FPL has
included cne-half of this estimated/actual true-up underrecovery of
$518,005,376, or $259,002,688, in the calculation of the twelve-month
levelized fuel factor for the January 2001 through December 2001
period. The remainder of the estimated/actual true-up underrecovery
will be included for recovery in the fuel factor for the January 2002
through December 2002 period. FPL proposes to treat the
unrecovered portion of the $518,005,376 as a base rate regulatory
asset in 2001 and 2002, rather than the current practice ;if.recovering

the commarcial paper rate of retum through the fuel clause.

What adjustments are included in the calculation of the tweive-
month levelized fuel factor shown on Schedule E1, Page 3 of
Appendix lI?

As shown on line 29 of Schedule E1, Page 3 of Appendix |, one-half
of the estimated/actual fuel cost underrecovery for the January 2000
through December 2000 period amounts to $259,002,688. This
amount divided by the projected retail sales of 89,259,918 MWH for

January 2001 through December 2001 results in an increase of
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- 0.2902¢ per kWh before applicable revenue taxes. In his testimony

for the Generating Performance Incentive Factor, FPL Witness Rene
Silva caiculated a reward of $6,973,751 for the period ending
December 1889 which is being applied to the January 2001 through
December 2001 period. This $6,973,751 divided by the projected
retail sales of 89,259,918 MWH during the projected period results in
an increase of 0.0078¢ per kWh, as shown on line 33 of Scheduie E1,

Page 3 of Appendix Il

Is FPL presenting any other issues to be addressed in the Fuel
Cost Recovery Clause?

Yes. FPL's petition in Docket No. 000982-E| for approval of the
Okeelanta/Osceola Setttement and recovery of the cost of the
Settlement through the Fuel and Capacity Cost Recovery Clauses is
pending approval (scheduled to go before the Commission on
September 26, 2000). If approved, FPL will inciude the cost associated
with the COkeelanta/Osceola settiement agreement in its Fuel and
Capacity Cost Recovery calculations. The total amount of the
seftiement payment expected o be made in November 2000 is $222.5
million. If recovered in one year, the impact on the Residential 1,000
kwh bill in 2001 would be $2.75. f recovered over five years, the
impact on the Residential 1,000 kWh bill in 2001 would be $0.85. In
order to mitigate the impact on customers’ bills in 2001, FPL proposes

to refiect the payment as a regulatory asset, delay recovery for one
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year, and recover the settlement payment over a five-year period
starting January 1, 2002. From the date of payment through December
2001, FPL proposes to treat the payment as a base rate asset.

Afterwards, FPL is proposing 1o move the amount to the clauses as a
reguiatory asset and eamn the applicable commercial paper rate of
retum on the unrecovered balance rather than the overall retum,
which is current practice. This will also serve to reduce fuel factors
charged to our customers in the future from what would otherwise be

charged.

When the Okeelanta/Osceola Settlement is included in the clauses in
2002, FPL proposes that 21 percent of the settiement payments
should be recovered through the Fuel Cost Recovery Clause and 79
percent should be recovered through the Capacity Cost Recovery
Clause. The proposed ratio for recovery is the same manner that
payments under these contracts would have been recovered through

the Fuel and Capacity Cost Recovery Clauses.

What is the status of implementing the decision on incentives for
off system sales?

On August 15, 2000, the Commission voted to allow the utilities to spiit
(80% to customers and 20% to shareholders) any gains on off system
sales that exceed a threshold based on a three year average of gains.

A meeting was held on September 12, 2000 with the parties in the
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docket to discuss the implementation of thié incentive. At the meeting,
Staff proposed that each utility file an initial forecast threshold with
their projection filings on September 21, 2000 and the final revised
threshold with their true up filings in April 2001. As | understand Staff's
proposal, the first two and one half years used in the calculation of the
average would be the actual gains for those years and the final six
months would be estimated. Later, the threshold of gains on off system
sales is to be updated with actual gains for the balance of the third
year and filed as part of the true up testimony. We also thought,
however, that Staff proposed to include as much actual data as was
availabie for the third year threshoid component. Therefore, in the
filing, FPL has included seven months of actual data and five months
of forecast data in the third year threshold component. For the
forecast year 2001, the three year average threshold consists of
actual gains for 1998, 1999 and January through July 2000, and
estimates for August through December 2000 (see below). Gains on
sales in 2001 are to be measured against this three year average
threshold, after it has been adjusted with the true up filing to include
all actual data for the year 2000. FPL believes this approach is
appropnate.
1998 $62,276,203
1999 $59,183,161

2000 $20,673,259

Average threshold $47,377,541
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CAPACITY PAYMENT RECOVERY CLAUSE

Please describe Page 3 of Appendix III.

Page 3 of Appendix |l provides a summary of the requested capacity
payments for the projected period of January 2001 through December
2001. Total recoverable capacity payments amount to $427,597,309
(line 12} and include payments of $193,297,344 to non-cogenerators
(line1), payments of $348687 456 to cogenerators (line 2),
$3,467,177 of Mission Settlement payments (line 3) and $4,377,300
relating fo the St John's River Power Park (SJRPP) Energy
Suspension Accrual (line 4a). This amount is offset by transmission
revenues from capacity sales of $5,738,050 (line 4), $2,034,552 of
return requirements on Energy Suspension payments (line 4b) and
$56,945,592 of jurisdictional capacity related payments included in
base rates (line 8) less a net overrecovery of $58,869,559 (line 9).
The net overrecovery of $58,869 559 includes the final overrecovery
of $16,458,284 for the January 1999 through December 1999 period
plus the estimated/actual overrecovery of $42 411,275 for the January
2000 through December 2000 period, which was filed with the

Commission on August 23, 2000.

Please describe Page 4 of Appendix Ill.
Page 4 of Appendix lli calculates the allocation factors for demand and

energy at generation. The demand allocation factors are calculated
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by determining the percentage each rate class contributes to the
monthly system peaks. The energy allocators are calculated by
determining the percentage each rate contributes to total kWh sales,

as adjusted for losses, for each rate class.

Please describe Page 5 of Appendix Iil.
Page 5 of Appendix lll presents the calcuiation of the proposed

Capacity Payment Recovery Clause (CCR) factors by rate class.

What effective date is the Company requesting for the new
factors?

The Company is requesting that the new FCR and CCR factors
become effective with customer bills for January 2001 through
December 2001. This will provide for 12 months of billing on the FCR

and CCR factors for all our customers.

What will be the charge for a Residential customer using 1,000
kWh effective January 20017?

The total residential bill, excluding taxes and franchise fees, for 1,000
kwWh will be $80.55. The base bill for 1,000 residential kWh is $43.26,
the fuel cost recovery charge from Schedule E1-E, Page 9 of
Appendix |l for a residential customer is $29.31, the Conservation
charge is $1.81, the Capacity Cost Recovery charge is $5.27, the

Environmental Cost Recovery charge is $.08 and the Gross Receipts




Taxis $.82. A Residential Bill Comparison (1,000 kWh) is presented

in Schedule E10, Page 65 of Appendix |.

Does this conclude your testimony.

Yes, it does.

10
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
PROJECTED DISPATCH COSTS
HEAVY FUEL OIL ($/BBL)

JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER, 2001

BASE CASE

I" i 2001

i I
SULFUR GRADE | JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER OCTCOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER

© 0.7% SULFUR . $25.11 $24.30 $23.36 $23.90 $23.45 $23.55 $24.03 $23.90 $23.99 $25.39 $25.31 $23.56

1.0% SULFUR $24.20 $23.49 $22.54 $23.11 $22.42 $22.68 $23.22 $23.10 $23.17 $24.59 $24.46 $22.72
1.5% SULFUR $23.87 $23.08 $22.11 $22.61 $2195 $22.23 $22.83 $22.62 $22.60 $24.06 $2405  $2229
2.0% SULFUR $23.53 $22.66 $21.68 $22.12 $21.48 $21.78 $2245 $22.14 $22.03 $23.53 $23.64 $21.85
2.5% SULFUR $23.19 $22.25 $21.25 $21.63 $21.01 $21.32 $22.08 $21.67 $21.45 $23.00 $23.23 $21.42

3.0% SULFUR $22.86 $21.83 $20.81 $21.13 $20.54 $20.87 $21.6e7 $21.19 $20.88 $22.47 $22.82 $20.98



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
PROJECTED DISPATCH COSTS
LIGHT FUEL OIL {$/B8BL)

JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER, 2001

BASE CASE

l | 2001

I
" SULFUR GRADE| JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER CCTOBER NOVEMBERDECEMBER

b
0.3% SULFUR $33.68 $32.51 $31.21 $30.15 $28.77 $28.24 $28.74 $29.88 $31.57 $32.00 $31.95 $31.38

0.5% SULFUR $32.82 $31.65 $30.35 $29.29 $27.90 $27.37 $27.87 $29.02 $30.70 $31.13 $31.08 $30.52



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
PROJECTED DISPATCH COST
SOLID FUELS ($/MMBTU)}
JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER, 2001

BASE CASE

| 2001

!
| FUELTYPE JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUGUST EPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBERDECEMBER

SOLID FUEL $1.44 §$1.45 $1.44 $1.45 $1.40 $1.39 $1.38 $1.37 $1.43 $1.41 $1.28 $1.42



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
PROJECTED TOTAL NATURAL GAS PRICES AND TRANSPORTATION CAPACITY AVAILABILITY

JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER, 2001

BASE CASE

| NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION CAPACITY 2001

i AVAILABILITY TO FPL BY SERVICE TYPE

| {MMBTU/DAY) {000'S}) JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUGUST  EPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER
FIRM TRANSPORTATION 505 560 560 BEO 750 750 750 750 750 714 720 720
NON-FIRM 165 110 110 35 €0 60 60 60 60 210 220 220
WEIGHTED-AVERAGE DISPATCH PRICE
BY TYPE OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICE
{($MMBTL)
FIRM TRANSPORTATION $4.11 $3.69 $ 360 3364 $3.82 $3.75 $3.84 $3.76 $3.79 $3.89 $4.17 $4.11

NON-FIRM $4.54 $4.11 $ 402 %405 $4.24 $4.17 $4.26 $4.18 $4.21 $4.32 $4.60 $4.54



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

PROJECTED DISPATCH COSTS

HEAVY FUEL OIL ($/BBL)

JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER, 2001

LOW CASE

| | 20Mm

| I

{ SULFUR GRADE| JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER
0.7% SULFUR $18.82 $18.23 $17.52 $17.92 $17.59 $17.66 $18.02 $17.92 $17.99 $19.04 $18.98 $17.67
1.0% SULFUR $18.15 $17.62 $t6.00 $17.33 $16.82 $17.01 $17.41 $17.32 $17.38 $18.44 $18.24 517.04
1.5% SULFUR $17.90 $17.31 $16.58 $16.96 $16.47 $16.67 $17.12 $16.97 $16.95 $18.04 $18.04 $16.72
2.0% SULFUR $17.65 $17.00 $16.26 $16.59 $16.11 $16.33 $16.83 $16.61 $16.52 $17.64 $17.73 $16.39

2.5% SULFUR $17.40 $16.69 $15.93 $16.22 $15.76 $15.99 $16.54 $16.25 $16.09 $17.25 $17.42 $16.06

3.0% SULFUR $17.14 $16.37 $15.61 $15.85 $15.41 © $15.65 $16.25 $15.89 $15.66 $16.85 $17.11 $15.74



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
PROJECTED DISPATCH COSTS

LIGHT FUEL OIL {$/BBL)

LOW CASE
] ] 2001
| i
| ULFUR GRADE| JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER
0.3% SULFUR $25.26 $24.38 $23.41 $22.62 $21.57 $21.18 $21.55 $22.41 $23.68 $24.00 $23.96 $23.54

0.5% SULFUR $24.61 $2373 $22.76 $21.97 $20.93 $20.53 $20.90 $21.76 $23.03 $23.35 $23.31 $22.89



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

PROJECTED TOTAL NATURAL GAS PRICES AND TRANSPORTATION CAPACITY AVAILABILITY

JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER, 2001

LOW CASE

| NATURA{ GAS TRANSPORTATION CAPACITY 2001

| AVAILABILITY TO FPL BY SERVICE TYPE

| (MMBTU/DAY} (000'S) JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE JULy AUGUST  EPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER
FIRM TRANSPORTATION 505 560 560 660 750 750 750 750 750 714 720 720
NON-FIRM 165 110 110 35 60 60 60 60 60 210 220 220
WEIGHTED-AVERAGE DISPATCH PRICE
BY TYPE OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICE
{$/MMBTU)
FIRM TRANSPORTATION $3.00 $2.77 $2.70 $2.73 $2.86 $2.81 $2.88 $2.82 $2.84 $2.92 $3.13 $32.08
NON-FIRM $3.41 $3.08 301 $3.04 $3.18 $3.12 $319 $3.13 $3.16 $3.24 $3.45 $3.41



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
PROJECTED DISPATCH COSTS
HEAVY FUEL Oil. ($/BBL)

JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER, 2001

HIGH CASE
|— | 2001
I !
| SULFUR GRADE| JANUARY FEBRUARY  MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE JuLY AUGUST SEPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER
_:_ 0.7% SULFUR - $31.39 $30.38 $29.21 $29.87 $29.31 $29.43 $30.04 $29.87 $29.99 $31.73 $31.64 $29.44
o
1.0% SULFUR $30.26 $20.37 $28.17 $26.88 $28.03 $28.35 $29.02 $26.87 $28.97 $30.73 $30.57 $28.40
1.5% SULFUR $29.84 $28.85 $27.63 $28.27 $27.44 $27.79 $28.54 $28.28 $28.25 $30.07 $30.06 . $27.86
2.0% SULFUR $29.41 $28.33 $27.09 $27.65 $26.85 $27.22 $28.06 $27.68 $27.53 $29.41 $29.55 $27.31
2.5% SULFUR $28.99 $27.81 $26.56 $27.03 $26.27 $26.65 $27.57 $27.08 $26.81 $28.74 $29.03 $26.77

3.0% SULFUR $28.57 $27.29 $26.02 $26 42 $25.68 $26.09 $27.09 $26.49 $26.09 $28.08 $28.52 $28.23



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
PROJECTED DISPATCH COSTS

LIGHT FUEL OIL {$/BBL)

HIGH CASE
J | 2001
| I
| ULFUR GRADE| JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER
0.3% SULFUR $42.10 $40.64 $39.01 $37.69 $35.96 $35.30 $35.92 $37.36 $30.46 $40.00 $39.94 $39.23

0.5% SULFUR $41.02 $39.56 $37.93 $36.61 $34.88 $34.21 $34.84 $36.27 $38.38 $38.92 $38.85 $38.14



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
PROJECTED TOTAL NATURAL GAS PRICES AND TRANSPORTATION CAPACITY AVAILABILITY

JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER, 2004

HIGH CASE
| NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION CAPACITY 2001
| AVAILABILITY TO FPL BY SERVICE TYPE
| (MMBTU/DAY) (0D0'S) JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH  APRIL MAY JUNE Jury AUGUST  EPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER
FIRM TRANSPORTATION 505 560 580 660 750 750 750 750 750 714 720 720
NON-FIRM 165 110 110 35 60 60 60 60 60 210 220 220
—
y6]
WEIGHTED-AVERAGE DISPATCH PRICE
BY TYPE OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICE
($/MMBTU)
FIRM TRANSPORTATION $5.14 $4.62 $4.50 $4.54 $4.77 $4.68 $4.80 $4.70 $4.74 $4.86 $5.21 $5.14

NON-FIRM $5.68 $5.14 $5.02 $5.07 $5.30 $5.21 $5.32 $5.22 $5.26 $5.39 $5.76 $5.68



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT

PROJECTED UNIT AVAILABILITIES & OUTAGE SCHEDULES

PERIOD OF: JANUARY THR

OUGH DECEMBER, 2001

e L LATE L. N R

PROJECTED PROJECTED PLANNED
FORCED OUTAGE MAINTENANCE CUTAGE OVERHAUL OVERHAUL
PLANT/UNIT FACTOR OUTAGE FACTOR FACTOR DATES DATES
(%%} (%) (%)
Cape Canaveral 1 1.5 4.5 7.7 031001 - 04/07/01
Cape Canaveral 2 08 50 0.0 NONE
Cutier 5 1.4 12 0.0 NONE
Cutler 6 1.3 1.8 0.0 NONE
Fort Myers 1 0.9 16 27 0310/Q01 - 03724/01
Fort Myers 2 0.9 23 27 03/10/01 - 03/24/01
Lauderdale 4 1.5 4.3 38 0310/01 - 03/20/01
Lauderdale & 15 27 3.8 09/29/01 - 10/09/01
Manatee 1 09 as 13.4 10/27/01 - 127N
Manatee 2 1.2 4.8 0.0 0310/01 - 031121
Martin 1 0.2 4.1 38 03/31/01 - 04/14/01
Martin 2 0.7 4.5 0.0 NONE
Martin 3 0.4 27 6.6 0915/01 - 10/Q9/1
Martin 4 0.5 27 1.0 03/31/01 - D407/ *
Port Everglades 1 21 a 0.0 a3Momm - 031101
Port Everglades 2 3.4 3.1 27 0220/01 - 03/02/1
Port Everglades 3 1.3 4.1 965 03/31/01 - 05/07/01
Port Everglades 4 0.8 4.4 0.0 NONE
Putnam 1 1.1 3.2 55 0310/ - D3/14/01 031001 - 04/15/01 *
Putnam 2 1.0 33 30 09/25/01 - 10/08/01  * 03M10/01 - 03M14/01
Riviara 3 33 5.2 0.0 NONE
Riviera 4 37 48 7.7 G3110/01 - D408/
Sanford 3 1.0 3.1 0.0 NONE
Sanford 4 33 26 0.0 NONE
Sanford 5 25 27 0.0 NONE
Scherer 4 2.2 19 82 0217701 - 03M9/01
SJRPP 1 2.1 1.7 6.6 02/24/0% - 03/22/01
SJRPP 2 27 1.4 0.0 NONE
St.Lucie 1 1.3 1.3 9.2 03/26/01 - 04/25/01
St.Lucie 2 1.3 1.3 9.2 11119/01 - 12/18/01
Turkey Point 1 20 53 0.0 NONE
Turkey Paint 2 1.5 4.8 7.7 03/01/01 - 03/28/01
Turkey Point 3 1.3 1.3 9.2 10/01/01 - 10/31/01
Turkey Point 4 1.3 1.3 0.0 NONE

* Partial Planned Qutage
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Changes in Continuous Ratings in FPL Units for 2001

(1) (1) 2 (3) @
Ft. Myers
Ft.Myers Ft. Myers Repowering Sanford § New Total Net

Month 1 2 CTs Repowering Martin CTs |MW Change
Janurary 0 0 + 543 0 0 + 543
February 0 0 + 543 0 0 + 543
March 0 0 + 543 0 0 + 543
April 0 0 + 652 0 0 + 652
May 0 o + 815 0 0 + 815
June D 0 + 894 D + 298 + 1192
July 0 0 + 894 0 + 298 + 1192
August ] o] + 894 0 + 298 + 1192
September -147 -397 + 745 0 + 298 + 499
October -147 =397 + 815 -390 + 326 + 207
November -147 -397 + 815 -390 + 326 + 207
December -147 -397 + 905 -390 + 362 + 333
Notes:

(1) Ft. Myers 1 & 2 come out-of-service in September of 2001 as part of the repowering work.
(2) Part of the Ft. Myers repowering work involves the installation of 6 CTs which will work in
a stand-alone CT mode during 2001. The continuous rating of each CT is
149 MW in Summer, 163 MW in Spring/Fall, and 181 MW in Winter. Not all of the €
CTs wiil be available each month.
(3) Sanford 5 is scheduled to cormne out-of-service in October of 2001 and w1|l remain out—of—
service through June of 2002
(4) Two new CTs are scheduled to come in-service at Martin starting in June of 2001. The
continuous rating of each CT is 149 MW in Summer, 163 MW in SprmngaIl and
181 MW in Winter.

14




APPENDIX Il
FUEL COST RECOVERY
E SCHEDULES

KMD-5

DOCKET NO. 0G0001-El

FPL WITNESS: K. M. DUBIN
EXHIBIT

PAGES 1-68
SEPTEMBER 21, 2000




PAGE(S)

Sa

10-11

1215
16-54
55-56
57-58
59-60
61-62
63-64
65

66

67-68

APPENDIX Il
FUEL COST RECOVERY
E SCHEDULES
January 2001 — December 2001

TABLE OF CONTENTS
DESCRIPTION,

Schedule E1 Fuel & Purchased Power
Cost Recovery Clause Calcuiation

Schedule E1-A Calculation of Total True-Up (Projected Period)

Schedule E1-B Calculation of Estimated/Actual True-Up

Schedule E1-C Calculation Generating Performance
Incentive Factor and True-Up Factor

Schedule E1-D Time of Use Rate Schedule
Schedule E1-E Factors by Rate Group
1999 Actuaf Energy Losses by Rate Class

Schedule E2 Monthly Summary of Fuel & Purchased
Power Cost Recovery Clause Calculation

Schedule E3 Monthly Summary of Generating System Data
Schedule E4 Monthly Generation and Fuel Cost by Unit
Scheduie E5 Monthly Fuel Inventory Data

Schedule E6 Monthly Power Sold Data

Schedule E7 Monthly Purchased Power Data

Schedule E8 Energy Payment to Qualifying Facilities
Schedule E2 Monthly Economy Energy Purchase Data
Schedule E10 Residential Bili Comparison

Schedule H1 Three Year Historical Comparison

Cogeneration Tariff Sheets

SPONEOR

K. M. Dubin

K. M. Dubin

A
=

. Dubin

. Dubin
. Dubin

. Dubin

= 2 2 =

. Dubin

M. Dubin/
. Yupp/R. Wade

. Yupp/R. Wade
. Yupp/R. Wade
. Yupp/R. Wade
. Yupp
. Yupp

. Yupp

® O OO O O O 0FR X X X X

. Yupp
. M. Dubin

. M. Dubin

A A R

. M. Dubin



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

FUEL AND PURCHASED POWER
COSTRECOVERY CLAUSE CALCULATION

ESTMATED FCR THE PERIOD: JANUARY 2001 - DECEMBER 200)

SCHEDULE E}

) ) e
DOLLARS MWH ¢ /KWH

1 Fusl Cost of Systern Net Generation (E3) $2,056,305,780 80,323,983 2.5600
2 Nugleor Fuel Disposal Costs (E2) 22,014,285 23,776,095 0.0926
3 Fuel Related Transactions (E2) 12,333,622 0} 0.0000
4 Fusl Cost of Sailes To FKEC 7 CKW (E2) (31,314,260) (1.007.166) 310N
5 TOTAL COST OF GENERATED POWER 52,060,33%.427 79,316,817 25963
6 Fual Cost of Purchosed Power (Exclusive of 139,390,907 0,729,636 1.4327

Econormy) (E7)
7 Energy Cost of Sched C & X Econ Purch (Florida) (E9) 28.519.5561 872.82¢ 32415
8 Energy Cost of Other Econ Purch (Non-Flonicky) £ 23,881,709 719,897 33174
") Energy Cost of Sched E Economy Purch E9) 0 0 0.0000
10 Copacity Cost of Sched E Economy Purchases o] 0 0.0000
11 Mission Settlement (E2) 2510715 0 0.0000
MNa Ckeelanta/Osceola Settlement (E2) 50 o] 0.0000
12 Payments to Quaiifying Facllittes (EB) 148,060,870 7.163,233 20670
13 TOTAL COST OF PURCHASED POWER §342.372,852 18,492,595 1.8514
14 TOTAL AVAILABLE KWH (LINE 5 + UNE 12) 97.809.412
15  Fuel Cost of Economy Sales (ES) (70,533,750 (1.775.000) 39737
16 {&ain on Economy Sales (E6A)Y 0 0 0.0000
17 Fuel Cost of Unit Power Soles (5.2 Partpts) E4) (2.218,82%) (436,977 0.5078
18  Fuel Cost of Cther Power Soies (E4) 0 0 0.0000
18a Rewvenues from Off-Systern Sales (26,137,870} 221,977 11817
18 TOTAL FUEL COST AND GAINS OF POWER SALES (598,890,449} 2211977 44707
1%a  Net Inadvertent interchange 0 0
20 TOTAL FUEL & NET POWER TRANSACTIONS $2,302,821,829 95,597,435 2.4089

(LINES+ 12 +18 +19h
21 Net Unbilled Sales (4,093,226) ™ (169,923 {0.0046)
22 Company Use 6,908,466 ** 286,792 0.0077
23 T&D Losses 149,683,419 ** 46,213,833 01677
24 SYSTEM MWH SALES (Excl sales to FKEC / CKWY $2.302.821.82¢% 89,266,732 25797
25 Wholesale MWHM Sales Excl sales to FKEC f CKWH §175,706 6,814 25797
26 Jursdictional MWH Sales $2,302.646,123 89,259,918 25797
27 Junscictonal Loss Multiplier - - 1.00046
28 Jurischictional MWH Sales Adjusted for $2.303,705,340 89,259,918 2.580¢
Line Losses

2%  FINAL TRUE-LUP EST/ACT TRUE-UP

JAN 99 - DEC 99 JAN 00 - DEC 00

50 $518,006,376 over 24 months 259,002,688 85,259,918 Q2702

underrecovery undefrrecovery
0 TOTAL JURISDICTIONAL FUEL COST 52,662.708,028 89,260,918 28711
31 Revenue Tax Factor 1.01597
32  Fuel Factor Adjusted for Taxes 2970
3 GRF™ $6.973.751 80,250,915 0.0078
34 Fuel Factor including GPIF (Line 31 + Une 32) 2.9248
35 FUEL FACTOR ROUNDED 1O NEAREST .001 CENTS/KWH 2925

*  ForInformational Purposes Only
** Calculation Based on Jurisdictional KWH Sales




SCHEDULE E - 1A

CALCULATION OF TOTAL TRUE-UP
(PROJECTED PERIOD)
FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
FOR THE PERIOD: JANUARY 2001 - DECEMBER 2001

1. Estimated over/{under) recovery $ 518,005,376
(January 2000 - December 2000 period)
(Scheduie E1-B)

2.Total over/(under) recovery To be included $ 259,002,688
in the January 2001 - December 2001 projected period
(Schedule E1, Line 29)

$518,005,376 spread over 2 year recovery period

2. TOTAL JURISDICTIONAL SALES (MWH) 89,259,918
(Projected period)
3. True-Up Factor (Lines 3/4) c/kWh: 0.2902




Cnu.m!,\non UFESI J«un: Drat;lual_ TRUE-ur mlwrr | I I { | ] =1
COMPANY: FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY THROUCH DECEMBER 2000
ACTUALS THROUGH JULY 3000 - REVISED ESTIMATES FOR AUGUST TRROUGH DECEMBER 2000
1 DN ) ) @ )
LINE ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL Acgiu. ac%u._‘
NO. JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY WUNE
A Fuel Cants & Net Pawar Tranascilom -
1| nfPuet Com of Syviem Net G 3 96,801,931 | § LITEE D Nspxeas 18 12571923608  mssern s 13361537
b Nuclext Fuel Dispossl Corts 1038,555 1544314 1,502,326 1,866,226 1,561,490 2,004,696
& |Coul Cars Dy & Retum 365,504 36,469 1.1 359,740 13 334,598
d_[Gee Pipetines Dy & Return 232,060 230,608 129,149 37,694 126,238 135,783
#|DOE DAD Pend Payment [ 0 [] 0 ] &
2| aFuel Cont of Power Sokd {6.982.435) (5,004 820 {2,741, (3,361,014 {6.434,507) 951477
Wl frvenues from OM-Syeiem Sales (2,002,199 tl.ﬂﬂ.-mi‘ o (437,251 0,134,203 2,079,107}
3| afFued Cost of Parchaved Power $.990,690 10,374,712 11,077.39) 14,831,584 01674 12579928
biEnergy Puymens so Qualifying Facilitits V350,941 10:963,890 n254,131 1.632,716 9,682,160 7388367
4| [Energy Cont of Economy Purch 1.108.781 4,991,320 4,607,132 5,167,404 4,631 808 8451012
8| [Toul Fuel Com & Het Power Transactions 3 121,938 I§ 1EE.563.208 H13sean s  1sspdt i als . Riaatan
] Adj s Fuel Cort:
u|Sales to Fis Keys Ehcl Coop (FKEC) & City of Kay Went {CKW) 13.506,387)] 01,541,336 {1.556.068 (2073885 {1,183,063 11605378
b[Reschiva and Voltage Conmrat Fuel Reverive ("8.130 (150,995 {131,195 4,543 {10694 [137%
{inventory Adj 1119,002) (110,28 {183,106 [CXd] (987,45 300,798
di¥on Recoverable GilTank Bottoms i9.08% 41,306 13484 01,797 93,408 [
#|Modifications {o Bum Low Gravity Git 1 21 21,045 o P ]
T]Other [ [] [ [ ] 2
7| [Adjusted Total Futl Cors & Het Prwer Transactions D T ] G PN BT T_'Tu:_ d CTTT
B WAh Saley
) Jurisdicvional EWh Saler {RTP & CBL) 6.533,431,361 6,336,618,39% 6,196,013,914 6,35,377,51 6.730,781,47) 8,226,383 15)
3] |Sale Tor Rerle fracioding FREC & CKW) 38571 729535 412718 676,003 84,008 $51758
3 ‘Sull-'l'ﬂa'l Sales (enelnding FTREC & CRW) £.533.000,334 6,137,147 520 6,19, 136,643 646,253,877 €.739,06%,479 025000311
Jurisdictionu] %e of Totst KWk Sabes {lines BIfRY) 9959190 % 9998819 %, $9.00118 % ¥9.9801% 9099133 o] 99.99205 4.
C Trwe-up Calculation
[haidictional Feel Revenes {inel RTP @ CBL) Net of Revenne Taxes L
I 5 1I0.6H7 405 4% 163t s 113g11 705 s 11655585 ¢ 13906814 | 5 164957 226
1 Forl Adjuaimest Revenun Not Applicable 1n Periad:
= 1[Prict Period Tree-wp Provieson 3,531,468 3,931,453 3431488 3,537,465 3501488 3,000 483
 2|Friot Period Trwe-wp Provision q ¢ o 0 [] 17,412,024
HOPIF, Net of Revemse Taves {b) (932365 932,144 (932,358 {932,353 {933,385 {932,365
|4 Backout Revenues, Net of tevmue Takes H [1] L) F] T
W {Tmedctiond ol R Appicablc 1o Perod () s 123,286,588 |5 T XE 116,412,801 |3 19,080,491 1% 128, 7 150,143,117
4] s|Adjuned Towl Fuet Conts & Net Power Tramenctions {Line A-T) O noyes e fs 19 M0a 9513 % IR sHotentls 1946108875 192063 A50
W Nucless Fur] Expense - 100% Reinit ] 0 ¢ ¢ 0 3
E}W J Forl -100% Reind 70,392 Fi 8,436 s5a70 17500 R 1]
d[DAD Fund Payments -100% Retail ¢ ¢ [] 0 o ?
#{Adi Total Fus] Costs & Net Power Trameactions - Excloding 100% Retad
Tiems (Cn-CAb-Cdc-CAd) 110,138,156 109,751,303 140,034,008 134,019 204 194,533,187 21,568,172
3| [Rarisdictional Satex % of Total KW Sales (Line B-6) 9999190 99, 98519 #IIIE W9 W B 9599005
[ risdictiona] Totel Feel Conts & Het Pawer Transactions  (Line Cla 1 C5
8| |x1.00068) +(Lines Cabc.d) ] Heareirsls  1omerses]s HOTEN gS 16020 8 asamnsfs  mazaoian
Tros-up Provisam for the Month - Over/(Einder) Recovery (Line C3 - Lise
| e $ nesils 91007 | 2 Qeossoinls  0300578ME (I2wAS  mos6)s
8 i Provision for the htonth {Line [0} (234,109 £200,171) (263, 442, {133,199 {1, 104.043
[Troe-up & Tnterest Provision Bag of Pariod-Cver/(Lnder) Recovery
9 42317503 51,520,521 36,908,492 13,079,419 (94900 {81,478,707)
Defesred Troe-ap Beginrring of Period - Over/Under) Recovery 96,358,314 196,356,314 {96 155314 {96,338, 344 6,338.31 635,311
10] _a|Prior Pericd True-np Collected/(Refunded) This Peviod (3.5)1,465; (0,331,465 0,531, 0,931,458, O331,463 0,531,485
b{Prior Pevied Tree-wp Colincsedi{Roefunded) Thie Fetiod ] Ta1L.008
End of Pariod Het Troe-np Amownt Over/(Under) Recovary (Lines C7
1]  {bwogh CL) £ (M7, M0 ¢ $ $ $ DES (358204863
NOT ()  Por Order Ko, PEC.00-1081-POO-BI, FPL way anth d o collect $4% of the S131 witllon oxp [l bcipinted bn the 2000 Mid Corraction

»__ G

lon Perfermance Incontive Facter is (511,147, 06641 2} £ M. 2000} - Sex Orier Nu. PSC99.3812. FOF_EL

Jurbdictionnt Lo X1 ber per Schedala B} revied December 13, 1999, T



tmugh C10)

] l | |
|LMPANY. FLORIDA POWER & LIOHT COMPANY ) as b— | i I~ —
FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER 2000
ACTUALS THROUGH fUILY 2000 - REVISED ESTIMATES FOR AUGUST THRGUOH __
[£.1] 6] [{1)] (1) [{L)]
ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTTMATED ESTIMATED TOTAL
AUGUST SEFTEMBER QCTOBER WOVEMBER DPECEMBER PERIOD
Fuel Coatn & Net Power Trasactens
{Fuel Cost of System Ne ( A B PR B s ne oty 1zmsER 2,009 338,005
| Nucheur Fuel Disporat Corts 1,571,823 1,520,069 1,958,192 1,010,466 11,331,360
¢|Coal Cars Deprecistion & Retan 111,073 930 125,875 31,142 4,104,515
Ges Pipelines Depracistion & Retam 15871 120415 217,508 P 2,492,687
+|DOE D&:D Fuand Paymant 0 [] 5,930,000 0 £.910,000
siFuel Col of Power SoMd (5,981,000 {6.980.8% (3,709,500 N2 05,117,36
bix o OFF-Systers Sales (6598350 (n.mi (u.mi mﬁ (10.671.28
w{Fae] Cont of Parchased Power 13,606,350 11,367,190 12420080 12,384,450 148,930,708
b Energy Pay 1o Qualifying Facilitien 11.973,5%2 12,998,140 10,563,530 12,668,260 137.949,465
Energy Cont of Econramy Pwrch 1,940.187 4,799922 4,800,043 4,459,586 17050032
Totad Fucd Corts & Het Power Ti ITATEIL |8 252,185,687 [§_ 168,700,493 |t [FOEFEIR 1,203, 937.033
Ad|wrimsents i Fuel Conl: 1
[Saler 1o Fla Eeys Eiect Coop (FKEC) & City of Key Went (CKW) 23188 7311890 12.066.297) (1,851,992 [N |
blResctive md Voliage Contzol Fuel Revenue [ [ [] [ [] 621,26
I v Ady I t o [ 0 (903,134
4lMen R He Oil Tunk Bottams [ [ [] [ [ 462,051
e Modificetions 1a Bum Low Gravisy Wil [ [} o [ [ 1711
[y o G o L] __0 l
Adjusrd Totnd Toel Costs & Net Pawer Tranmactions 5 PR eI |5 M LS I B 133,660,331 | & 2.166.93,550
EWh Saker -
VW Saler {RTP @ CBL) R.!tll BE9 000 K731, 8,000 6,913 641,000 4,163 089,000 87_896.015,6;‘?
[Sue for Reale et FREC & CX0y — [ vaei] 13,000 06,000 $3t000 g 09,000 £35),18%
{Sob-Toral Saler fexchuding FRTC & CKW) ®KI1AR2.00D £.7H, 74,000 4.944,172,000 6,561.698,000 A7,901.906946
Juriudicilonn] % af Tote] KWh Sabes {llnen B/aY) . __?9 S0 4y 4299306 % 99 HIN 9999071 Y MNA
True-up Csloulnt) _—
Famdieontl Fee) Aevenuer (Inef RTP i@ CBL) Het of Revenve Taser
woans s 197639341 | 8 $ 1wl s 148,278,097 1IN}
Fuel Adj # Ned Applicable 1o Perled:
s 1| Prics Prriod True-up Provirion 3,531, 46% 3,531,468 3,431,466 3,531,466 237758
u 31 Prior Peviod Tree-up Provision (195240404 {14,024, (1152916} (96.356.314;
BIGPIF, Nel of Revenue Taxes (b) mus&% (932,368 (m.}ssq (H1,)B8,)00;
|0 Backost Revenoer, Net of revenve Taxee 304
1Fael R Applicatie to Period (2) 187,301,796 133 35 136,383,149 & 1.787.250.927 |
| Adjoried Towl el Costs & Net Power Trasactions {Low A-7) 26930044 3 65,634,198 | § 153,660,321 1,266,543,550
b|Nuclews Faal E - 100% Retad [] 0 [ ]
«|RTPI & Ford -100% Retal ] [] [ 712,026
4| DAD Fand Paymnis -100% Retad ] 3,930,000 v 3,930,000
2| A% Total Facl Costs & Ne1 Pawer Transctions - Excluding 100% Retad
Frews (Ca-Cb-Cie-CHd} 269,320,454 PLXIAL 150,704,198 133,660,311 2,260,301, 514
Tarindictional Salvs % of Tow) EWh Seles (Line B-8) 29990 W] $9.99306 Wl 99905 %] 7999071 WA
Tarisdicwonal Towl Fusl Corts & Net Powet Tramsections  {Line Cie x C3
x 1.00064) + [Lines Clb.e.d) 209410009 [ 8 20084194 | 8 3 166,724,147 | 8 [ERITEC ] §3 1,768.212,080
[Trte-up Provigion for the Month - CrverifUnder) Recovery (Line 3 - Line
c6) {646 s s (L7440 3 [(BE:]] (500,967,133,
i Provision for thw Month {Line DI0) {1,318,059) (7T £2,174,0058 (12,038,113
Trat-up & heren Provision Beg of Period-Over{Lnder) Recoviy ; ;
(281,678 ML {346,067 84¢ 42377383
Deferved Troe-up Beginsing of Period - Over/{Under) Recovery (i (148,310,480 (18,054.531 #5356
o |Prioy Petiod Tron-up Collscted(Refanded) Thia Period o,s;ﬁ Q. mﬁ (42,377,383,
W{Privs Period Tree-vp CoechedRefmded) This Puriod H,EH 048 14334, ] 95,356,314
nd of Peviod Het Tros-wp Amowst Overi{indet) Recovery {Lines CT
), 267,803 3 “’"“’l’d ] 3 1323798 § 18,008, 1B,005.37

@) Fer Ordwe Fo. PSC-M1001- PCO-EL FPL wea suthoried bo ool

— Tncontive Facter 1s {(311,361,006611) 1 9
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SCHEDULEE -1C

CALCULATION OF GENERATING PERFORMANCE
INCENTIVE FACTOR AND TRUE - UP FACTOR
FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
FOR THE PERIOD: JANUARY 2001 - DECEMBER 2001

1. TOTAL AMOQUNT OF ADJUSTMENTS:
A. GENERATING PERFORMANCE INCENTIVE REWARD (PENALTY)

B. TRUE-UP {OVER)}UNDER RECOVIERED

2. TOTAL JURISDICTIONAL SALES (MWH)

3. ADJUSTMENT FACTORS c/kWh:
A. GENERATING PERFORMANCE INCENTIVE FACTOR

B. TRUE-UP FACTOR

265,976,439
$6,973,751

$ 259,002,688

89,259,918

0.2980
0.0078

0.2802




FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

DETERMINATION OF FUEL RECOVERY FACTOR
TIME OF USE RATE SCHEDULES

JANUARY 2001 - DECEMEER 2001

NET ENERGY FOR LOAD (%)

ON PEAK 30.58
OFF PEAK 69.42
100.00

FUEL RECOVERY CALCULATION

TOTAL
1 TOTAL FUEL & NET PFOWER TRANS $2,302,821,829
2 MWH SALES 89,266,731
3 COST PER KWH SOLD 2.5797
4 JURISDICTIONAL LOSS FACTOR 1.00046
5 JURISDICTIONAL FUEL FACTOR 2.5809
6 TRUE-UP 0.2802
7
8 TOTAL 2.8711
8 REVENUE TAX FACTOR 1.01587
10 RECOVERY FACTOR 28170
11 GPIF 0.0078
12 RECOVERY FACTOR including GPIF 2.9248
13 RECOVERY FACTOR ROUNDED 2.925
TO NEAREST .001 c/KWH
HOURS: ON-PEAK 24.73
OFF-PEAK 75.27

ON-PEAK

SCHEDULEE - 1D

FUEL COST (%)
33.94
66.06

100.00

OFF-PEAK

$781,577,729 $1,521,244,100

%
%

27,287,766
2.8832
1.00046
2.8645
0.2902

3.1547
1.01587
3.2051
0.0078
3.2129
3.213

61,968,965
2.4548
1.00046
2.4560
0.2802

27462
1.01597
2.7901
0.0078
2.7979

2.798




-

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

FUEL RECOVERY FACTORS - BY RATE GROUP

{ADJUSTED FOR LINE/TRANSFORMATION LOSSES)

M
GROUP
A

A-1°

JANUARY 2001 - DECEMBER 2001

(2)
RATE
SCHEDULE
RS-1, GS-1, SL-2
SL-1, OL-1, PL-1
GSD-1
GSLD-1 & CS-1

GSLD-2, C5-2, 0S8-2
& MET

GSLD-3 & CS-3

RST-1, GST-1 ON-PEAK
OFF-PEAK

GSDT-1 ON-PEAK
CILC-1{G) OFF-PEAK

GSLDT-1 & ON-PEAK
CSsT-1 OFF-PEAK

GSLDT-2 & ON-PEAK
csT-2 OFF-PEAK

QSLDT-3,C8T-3, ON-PEAK

CILC -1{T) OFF-PEAK

&ISST-1(T)

CILC-1(D)& ON-PEAK
ISST-1(D)  OFF-PEAK

(3)

AVERAGE

FACTOR

2,925

2.864

2.925

2.925

2.925

2.925

3.213
2.788

3.213
2.798

3213
2.798

3.213
2,798

3.213
2.788

3.213
2798

4)

FUEL RECOVERY
LOSS MULTIPLIER

1.00198

1.00188

1.00191

1.00077

0.99503

0.95800

1.00198
1.00198

1.00191
1.00181

1.00077
1.00077

0.99503
0.99503

0.95800
0.95800

0.99431
0.89431

SCHEDULEE - 1E

FUEL R(ESC)JOVERY
FACTOR

2931

2.870

2830

2.927

2.910

2.802

3.219
2.803

3.218
2.803

3.215
2.800

3.197
2784

3.078
2.680

3.195
2782

* WEIGHTED AVIERAGE 18% ON-PEAK AND 84% OFF-PEAK
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