BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In Re: Petition by Progress Energy

)

Florida, Inc. to recover costs of 

)
DOCKET NO. 070052-EI

Crystal River Unit 3 uprate through

)


fuel clause




)
Filed: June 29, 2007

                                                                        )

FIPUG’S PRELIMINARY LIST OF ISSUES
Florida Industrial Power User’s Group through its undersigned attorney files this preliminary list of Issues.

ISSUE 1:  
Should PEF’s request to recover CR 3 costs through the fuel clause be granted?

FIPUG POSITION:
No
ISSUE 2
Does the petition violate PEF’s settlement agreement in Docket 050078-EI?

FIPUG POSITION:
Yes

ISSUE 3:
Does the uprate cost qualify for recovery through the fuel clause?

FIPUG POSITION:
No 

ISSUE 4:
Will recovery of the uprate costs through the fuel clause result in double recovery?
FIPUG POSITION:
Yes

ISSUE 5:
Is recovery through the fuel clause improper for other reasons?
FIPUG POSITION:
PEF proposes to recover demand related costs through the fuel clause (which recovers costs on an energy basis) thereby improperly shifting costs between customer classes.  The proposed collection procedure also creates intergenerational inequity because the costs would be recovered in only 10 years while the benefits will continue to accrue over the 28-year remaining life of CR 3.
ISSUE 6:
Is the uprate idea an innovative, first of its kind project in the nuclear industry?

FIPUG POSITION:
No
ISSUE 7:
Even if it didn’t breach the 2005 settlement agreement would it be appropriate to recovery major plant renovation capital costs through the fuel clause?

FIPUG POSITION:  Not only is base rate recovery more appropriate to avoid double recovery, avoidance of tunnel vision and proper evaluation of post merger cost savings, depreciation expense and return should justification be shown to overlook these important aspects of ratemaking the capacity recovery clause is the more appropriate mechanism for the recovery of fixed costs and capital costs which do not vary with energy consumption.
ISSUE 8:
Has PEF justified placing 100% of the cost on retail consumers with no cost to the co owners of the plant or consideration of the potential profits to PEF when it deals in the  wholesale market?
FIPUG POSITION:
No.

ISSUE 9:
Should the Public Service Commission allow transmission plant and cooling tower costs to be recovered through the fuel clause?

FIPUG POSITION:
No.
DOCKET NO. 070052-EI

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing document sponsored by FIPUG has been furnished by electronic mail this 28th day of June, 2007, to the following:

Paul Lewis





James M. Walls/Dianne M. Tripp


Progress Energy Florida, Inc.



P.O. Box 3239





106 E. College Ave., Suite 800


Tampa, FL  33607-5736



Tallahassee, FL 32301-7740

John T. Burnett/R. Alexander Glenn


Robert Scheffel Wright



Post Office Box 14042
                                    225 S. Adams Street, Ste. 200

St. Petersburg, FL 33733                                            Tallahassee, FL  32301

Mike Twomey





Beth Keating

P.O. Box 5256





106 E. College Ave. Ste. 1200

Tallahassee, FL  32314



Tallahassee, FL  32301

Lisa Bennett





Karin S. Torain



Florida Public Service Commission


PCS Administration (USA), Inc


2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.



Suite 400



Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850



1101 Skokie Boulevard








Northbrook, IL 60062
James W. Brew




Joseph A. McGlothlin
Brickfield, Burchette, Ritts & Stone, P.C.

Office of Public Counsel
1025 Thomas Jefferson St., NW


c/o The Florida Legislature
Eighth Floor, West Tower



111 West Madison Street, Room 812
Washington, DC 20007-5201



Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400
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