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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF WINNIE POWERS 

DOCKET NO. 100009-E1 

MAY 3,2010 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is Winnie Powers. My business address is 9250 W. Flagler St, 

Miami, Florida 33174. 

By whom are you employed and what is your position? 

I am employed by Florida Power & Light Company (FPL or the Company) as 

New Nuclear Accounting Project Manager. 

Have you previously f ied  testimony in this docket? 

Yes. 

Are you sponsoring any exhibits in this case? 

Yes. I am sponsoring or co-sponsoring the following exhibits: 

Exhibit WP-5 summarizes the costs, carrying charges, carrying charges on 

the deferred tax asset/(liability), recoverable operations & maintenance 

costs (recoverable O&M), and base rate revenue requirements for which 

FPL requests a prudence/reasonableness determination from this 

Commission. 
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Exhibit WP-6 details the estimated in-service dates and amounts of plant 

going into service in 2010 and 2011, the reasonableness, necessity and 

timing of which is discussed in the testimony of FPL Witness Jones. 

Exhibit TOJ-14, sponsored by FPL Witness Jones, consists of Appendix I 

containing the Nuclear Filing Requirements Schedules (NFR) for the St. 

Lucie Unit 1 & 2 and Turkey Point Unit 3 & 4 Uprate Project (Uprate 

Project). Appendix I contains a table of contents listing the NFR 

Schedules that are sponsored and co-sponsored by FPL Witness Jones, 

FPL Witness Sim and me, respectively. 

Exhibit SDS-9, sponsored by FPL Witness Scroggs, consists of Appendix 

I1 containing the NFR Schedules for Turkey Point 6 & 7 Preconstruction 

costs. Appendix I1 contains a table of contents listing the NFRs that are 

sponsored and co-sponsored by FPL Witness Scroggs, FPL Witness Sim 

and me, respectively. 

Exhibit SDS-10, sponsored by FPL Witness Scroggs, consists of 

Appendix I11 containing the NFR Schedules for Turkey Point 6 & 7 Site 

Selection costs. Appendix I11 contains a table of contents listing the NFRs 

sponsored and co-sponsored by FPL Witness Scroggs and me, 

respectively. 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 

The purpose of my testimony is to provide an overview of FPL’s filing and 

demonstrate the filing complies with the Florida Public Service Commission 

(FPSC or Commission) Rule No. 25-6.0423, Nuclear or Integrated 
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Gasification Combined Cycle Power Plant Cost Recovery (Nuclear Cost 

Recovery Rule). Consistent with the Nuclear Cost Recovery Rule, FPL 

requests that the Commission: 

Determine as reasonable and approve for recovery a Nuclear Power Plant 

Cost Recovery (NPPCR) amount of $%++%€I !j 31,288,445, on a 

jurisdictional adjusted basis to be recovered through the 201 1 Capacity 

Cost Recovery Clause (CCRC); 

Uprate Project: 

Determine as reasonable 2010 Actuamstimated and 201 1 Projected 

construction expenditures and approve for recovery the related carrying 

charges; 

Determine as reasonable the 2010 ActuaVEstimated and 2011 Projected 

recoverable O&M and approve for recovery; 

Determine as reasonable the 2010 and 2011 base rate revenue 

requirements related to plant going into service in 2010 and 2011 and 

approve for recovery. 

17 

18 Determine as reasonable the Preconstruction 2010 ActuaVEstimated and 

19 201 1 Projected expenditures and related carrying charges and approve for 

20 recovery; 

21 

22 

Turkey Point 6 & 7: 

Determine as reasonable the Site Selection 2010 ActualiEstimated and 

201 1 Projected carrying charges and approve for recovery. 

23 
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NUCLEAR COST RECOVERY RULE 

Please describe the Commission’s Nuclear Cost Recovery Rule and the 

NFR Schedules. 

On March 20, 2007, in Order No. PSC-07-0240-FOF-EI, the FPSC adopted 

the Nuclear Cost Recovery Rule to implement Section 366.93, Florida 

Statutes (the Statute), which was enacted by the Florida Legislature in 2006. 

The stated purpose of the Statute is to promote utility investment in nuclear 

power plants. The Statute directed the Commission to establish alternative 

mechanisms for cost recovery and annual prudence determinations with 

respect to the costs incurred to both build and uprate nuclear power plants. 

The Nuclear Cost Recovery Rule implements this mechanism for cost 

recovery and provides for the annual recovery of eligible costs through the 

CCRC. FPL continues to work with Commission StaK the Office of Public 

Counsel, Progress Energy Florida (PEF) and interested parties to refine a 

comprehensive set of NFR Schedules, which details construction and cost 

information on nuclear power plant projects. 

Please describe the NFR Schedules. 

The NFR Schedules provide an overview of the nuclear power plant projects 

and a roadmap to the detailed project costs. The NFR Schedules consist of 

True-up (T), ActualEstimated true-up (AE), Projected (P), and True-up to 

Original (TOR) Schedules. FPL filed its T-Schedules on March 1, 2010 in 

this docket. The AE, P, and TOR Schedules are filed each year in May and 
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provide an overview of the financial and construction aspects of nuclear plant 

projects, outline the categories of costs represented, and provide a roadmap to 

the calculation of detailed project revenue requirements. 

Does the Nuclear Cost Recovery Rule describe the annual filing 

requirements that a utility is to make in support of its current year 

expenditures for Commission review and approval? 

Yes. The Nuclear Cost Recovery Rule states: 

" 1.  Each year, a utility shall submit, for Commission review and approval, as 

part of its Capacity Cost Recovery Clause filings: . . . 

b. True-Up and Projections for Current Year. By May 1, a utility shall 

submit for Commission review and approval its ActuaLlEstimated true-up of 

Projected pre-construction expenditures based on a comparison of current year 

ActudEstimated expenditures and the previously-filed estimated 

expenditures for such current year and a description of the pre-construction 

work projected to be performed during such year; or, once construction 

begins, its ActuaWstimated true-up of Projected carrying costs on 

construction expenditures based on a comparison of current year 

ActuaEstimated canying costs on construction expenditures and the 

previously filed estimated carrying costs on construction expenditures for 

such current year and a description of the construction work projected to be 

performed during such year." 

Is FPL complying with these requirements with respect to its 2010 

ActuaVEstimated Uprate Project and Turkey Point 6 & 7 Project costs? 
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Yes. FPL has included the AE Schedules in Exhibit TOJ-14, Appendix I for 

the Uprate Project, Exhibit SDS-9, Appendix I1 for Turkey Point 6 & 7 

Preconstruction costs and Exhibit SDS-IO, Appendix 111 for Turkey Point 6 & 

7 Site Selection carrying charges in this filing. Included in these schedules is 

the impact of the 2009 T Schedule true-up amounts as reflected in FPL’s 

March 1, 2010 NFR filing. As contemplated by the Nuclear Cost Recovery 

Rule, these AE! schedules provide the basis for determining the reasonableness 

of FPL’s 2010 ActuaVEstimated costs. In their testimony, FPL Witness Jones 

for the Uprate Project and FPL Witness Scroggs for the Turkey Point 6 & 7 

Project provide the reasons why these ActualEstimated costs are reasonable. 

Does the Nuclear Cost Recovery Rule describe the annual f h g  

requirements that a utility is to make for the projected year expenditures 

for Commission review and approval? 

Yes. The Nuclear Cost Recovery Rule states: 

“ 1. Each year, a utility shall submit, for Commission review and approval, as 

part of its Capacity Cost Recovery Clause filings: . . . 

c. Projected Costs for Subsequent Years. By May 1, a utility shall 

submit, for Commission review and approval, its Projected pre-construction 

expenditures for the subsequent year and a description of the pre-construction 

work projected to be performed during such year; or, once construction 

begins, its Projected construction expenditures for the subsequent year and a 

description of the construction work projected to be performed during such 

year.” 
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Is FPL complying with these requirements with respect to its 2011 

Projected Uprate Project and Turkey Point 6 & 7 Project costs? 

Yes. FPL has included the Projected (P) Schedules in Exhibit TOJ-14, 

Appendix I for the Uprate Project, Exhibit SDS-9, Appendix 11 for Turkey 

Point 6 & 7 Preconstruction costs and Exhibit SDS-10, Appendix I11 for 

Turkey Point 6 & 7 Site Selection carrying charges in this filing. As 

contemplated by the Nuclear Cost Recovery Rule, these P schedules provide 

the basis for determining the reasonableness of FPL’s 201 1 Projections. Any 

(over)/under recovery of 2009 actual costs also flow through these schedules, 

as shown in Exhibit WP-5, and 2010 ActuaWstimated costs, as shown in 

Exhibit WP-5, compared to costs that FPL previously projected. In their 

testimony, FPL Witness Jones for the Uprate Project and FPL Witness 

Scroggs for the Turkey Point 6 & 7 Project, provide the reasons why the 201 1 

Projected costs are reasonable. 

Please explain the costs that FPL is requesting to include for recovery 

effective January 1,2011. 

The total amount FPL is requesting to recover in 2011 is $28$W&Q 

$31,288,445, This amount reflects the true-up of 2009 Actual costs as filed 

on March 1, 2010 of I$ 14.619.9751, the true-up of 2010 

ActuaWstimated costs of ($66. 890.360), and the recovery of 

201 1 Projected costs of $112,798,780 presented in this May 3, 

2010 filing as shown on Exhibit WP-5. 

7 



Y 

1 Q- 

2 

3 A. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

How is FPL providing an update to the original Uprate Project and 

Turkey Point Unit 6 & 7 Project costs, respectively? 

FPL has included the True up to Original (TOR) Schedules in Exhibit TOJ-14, 

Appendix I for the Uprate Project, Exhibit SDS-9, Appendix I1 for Turkey 

Point 6 & 7 Precons!mction costs and Exhibit SDS-IO, Appendix 111 for 

Turkey Point 6 & 7 Site Selection carrying charges in this filing. The TOR 

schedules follow the format of the T, AE, and P schedules but also detail the 

actual to date project costs and projected total retail revenue requirements for 

the duration of the project based on the best available information at the time 

of tiling. 

Schedule TOR-1 - Reflects the jurisdictional amounts used to calculate the 

fmal true-up, estimated true-up, projection, deferrals, and recovery of 

deferrals for each project included in the Nuclear Cost Recovery Clause 

(NCRC). The sum of the amounts should be the total amount requested 

for recovery in the projected period through the NCRC. 

Schedule TOR-2 - Reports the budgeted and actual costs as compared to 

the estimated in-service costs of the proposed power plant as provided in 

the petition for need determination or revised estimate as necessary. 

Schedule TOR-3 - Provides a summary of the actual to date and projected 

total amounts for the project. 

8 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 Q. 

14 

15 A. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 Q. 

22 

Schedule TOR-4 - Provides the Annual Construction O&M expenditures 

by function as reported for all historical years, for the current year, and for 

the projected year. 

Schedule TOR-6 - Provides the actual to date and projected annual 

expenditures by major tasks performed within Site Selection, Pre- 

Construction, and Construction for the project. 

Schedule TOR-6a - Provides a description of the major tasks performed 

within the Site Selection, Pre-construction, and Construction category for 

the years filed. 

Schedule TOR-7 reflects initial project milestones in terms of costs, 

budget levels, initiation dates, and completion dates as well as all revised 

milestones and reasons for each revision. 

Does the Nuclear Cost Recovery Rule address FPL’s annual feasibility 

analysis? 

Yes. The annual feasibility analyses are presented to satisfy the requirements 

of Subsection 5(c)5 of the Florida Administrative Code Rule 25-6.0423, 

Nuclear Power Plant Cost Recovery, which states “By May 1 of each year, 

along with the filings required by this paragraph, a utility shall submit for 

Commission review and approval a detailed analysis of the long-term 

feasibility of completing the power plant.” 

Is there any other guidance as to what should be included in this 

feasibility analysis? 
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Yes. The Commission determined in Docket No. 080009-E1 in Order No. 

PSC-08-0237-FOF-E1 that, “FPL shall provide a long-term feasibility analysis 

as part of its annual cost recovery process which, in this case, shall also 

include updated fuel forecasts, environmental forecasts, break-even costs, and 

capital cost estimates. In addition, FPL should account for sunk costs. 

Providing this information on an annual basis will allow us to monitor the 

feasibility regarding the continued construction of Turkey Point 6 and 7.” 

Is FPL complying with these requirements as noted in the Rule and 

Order No. PSC-08-0237-FOF-E1? 

Yes. As described in FPL Witness Sim’s testimony, FPL is providing its 

annual feasibility analysis, the assumptions used and the results of the 

analysis. Witness Sim also addresses in his testimony the items mentioned 

above from Order No. PSC-08-0237-FOF-EI. 

What are the sunk costs that FPL is accounting for in the feasibility 

analysis? 

For the Uprate Project, FPL is excluding a total of approximately $346 million 

of sunk costs as of December 31, 2009. For Turkey Point 6&7, FPL is 

excluding a total of approximately $99 million of sunk costs as of December 

31, 2009. As explained in Witnesses Reed’s testimony, sunk costs should not 

impact the decision as to whether a project is still feasible; that is, the “to-go’’ 

costs are the total cost of the project less those costs which have already been 

incurred. Accordingly, the sunk costs have been excluded from the feasibility 

analysis. 
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UPRATES 

What are FPL’s 2010 Actual/Estimated Uprate Project expenditures 

compared to costs previously projected? 

As presented in FPL Witness Jones’ testimony and shown on Exhibit TOJ-14, 

Appendix I, Schedule AJ3-6, FPL’s ActualEstimated Uprate generation and 

transmission expenditures for the period January through December 2010 are 

$318,166,769, total company. Schedule AE-6 of Appendix I deducts the 

portion of this total for which the St. Lucie Unit 2 participants are responsible 

and then applies the retail jurisdictional factor to the remainder. This results 

in jurisdictional, net of participants Uprate generation and transmission 

expenditures of $302,009,710. 

For actuals, m e r  adjustments are made to present the expenditures on a 

cash basis (Le., excluding accruals and pension and welfare benefit credits) for 

the calculation of carrying charges. These adjustments are necessary in order 

to comply with the Commission’s current practice regarding AFUDC 

accruals. Since the estimated costs are on a cash basis, it is not necessary to 

project any non-cash accruals for the remainder of the year. After making 

these additional adjustments for calculating carrying charges, the 

jurisdictional, net of participants 2010 ActualEstimated Uprate Project 

expenditures are $305,809,823, as noted on AE-6. FPL’s previously Projected 

2010 Uprate Project expenditures as filed in Docket No. 090009-E1 as noted 
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on P-6 were $391,614,248, ($376,703,895 on a jurisdictional, net of 

participants basis). 

What are FPL’s 2010 ActuaYEstimated Uprate Project carrying charges, 

recoverable O&M, and base rate revenue requirements for plant placed 

into service in 2010 compared to costs previously projected and any 

resulting (over)/under recoveries of costs? 

FPL’s 2010 ActuaUEstimated Uprate Project carrying charges, recoverable 

O&M, and base rate revenue requirements for plant placed into service in 

2010 are &6+%0&% $47.053.850. FPL’s previously projected costs were 

$59,620,247, resulting in an overrecovery of &E+N+&) ($ 12,566.3971, 

which will reduce the CCRC charge paid by customers when the CCRC is 

reset in 2011. The details of these jurisdictional costs (carrying charges, 

recoverable O&M and base rate revenue requirements) are summarized on 

Exhibit W - 5 .  

Where can the calculation of FPL’s Uprate Project 2010 

ActuaVEstimated carrying charges be found? 

The calculation of the Uprate Project 2010 ActualEstimated carrying charges 

of $42352,323 are shown on Exhibit TOJ-14, Appendix I, 

Schedules AE-3 and AE-3A. FPL’s previously projected 2010 Uprate 

carrying charges of $41,594,586 were filed in Docket No. 090009-EI. As a 

result of the ActuaEstimated True-up of 2010 carrying charges in this May 3, 

2010 filing, there is an underrecovery of $%?+E $757,736 in 2010. 
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Where can FPL’s Uprate Project 2010 ActuaVEstimated recoverable 

O&M costs be found? 

Exhibit TOJ-14, Appendix I, Schedule AE-4, in this filing shows there is 

$3,210,753 @3+9+WJ $3,140969 jurisdictional, net of participants) of 

recoverable O&M. FPL previously projected 2010 recoverable O&M on 

Schedule P-4 in Docket No. 090009-EI, in the amount of $2,209,376 

($2,147,983 jurisdictional, net of participants). As a result of the 

ActuaUEstimated True-up of 2010 Uprate Project recoverable O&M, there is 

an underrecovery of $991i413 $992.986 in 2010. As explained in Schedule 

AE-4, overhder  recoveries of recoverable O&M P 

et&&&md incur carrying charges at the commercial paper rate. 

Where can the calculations of the base rate revenue requirements for 

plant being placed into service in 2010 for the Uprate Project be found? 

Exhibit W - 6  presents the calculations of the $4+8&R9 $2.018.321 of 2010 

Uprate Project ActuaVEstimated base rate revenue requirements for plant 

going into service in 2010, FPL previously projected base rate revenue 

requirements in the amount of $15,877,677 as filed in Docket No. 090009-EI. 

As a result of the ActualEstirnated True-up of 2010 Uprate Project base rate 

revenue requirements, there is a net true-up amount of @+WS%W) , ,  

@14,317,1181 in 2010 which includes carrying charges on the overrecovery 

of f+W&%j ($457,7621. This is further explained by Exhibit TOJ-14, 

Appendix C. 
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What is the 2010 amount FPL is requesting to true-up for the Uprate 

Project? 

FPL is requesting to true-up Uprate project costs by @XW%%Qj 9 ,  

J$12,566.397), representing a true-up of carrying charges of $%-?+% 

$757,736, recoverable O&M of $99l+l4 $992.986, and base rate revenue 

requirements of 0 9 ,  $14,317,118). The > ,  

($12,566,397) will reduce the CCRC charge paid by customers when the 

CCRC is reset in 201 1. 

What are FPL’s Projected Uprate Project expenditures for the period 

January through December 2011? 

As presented in FPL Witness Jones’ testimony and provided on Exhibit TOJ- 

14, Appendix I, Schedule P-6, FPL’s Projected Uprate generation and 

transmission expenditures for the period January through December 201 1 are 

$547,756,895, total company. Schedule P-6 of Appendix I deducts the 

portion of this total for which the St. Lucie Unit 2 participants are responsible 

and then applies the retail jurisdictional factor to the remainder. Since FPL’s 

projections are on a cash basis, it is not necessary to project any non-cash 

accruals. After makiig the above two adjustments, the jurisdictional, net of 

participants, 201 1 Projected Uprate Project expenditures are $521,701,593. 

What are FPL’s 2011 Projected Uprate Project carrying charges, 

recoverable O&M, and base rate revenue requirements for plant placed 

into service in 2011? 
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FPL’s 201 1 Projected Uprate Project carrying charges, recoverable O&M, and 

base rate revenue requirements for plant placed into service in 2011, are 

$39iueie35 $81,317.333. The jurisdictional, net of participants costs 

(carrying charges, recoverable O&M, and base rate revenue requirements) are 

shown on Exhibit WP-5. 

Where can the calculation of FPL’s Uprate Project 2011 Projected 

carrying charges be found? 

The calculation of the Uprate Project 201 1 carrying charges of 

$49,129.740 are shown on Exhibit TOJ-14, Appendix I, Schedules P-3 and P- 

3A. 

Where can FPL’s Uprate Project 2011 Projected recoverable O&M costs 

be found? 

Exhibit TOJ-14, Appendix I, Schedule P-4, in this filing shows there is 

$4,161,728 $ 3.917,202, jurisdictional, net of participants) of 

projected recoverable O&M. As explained in Schedule P-4, overlunder 

recoveries of recoverable O&M P 

incur carrying charges at the commercial paper rate. 

Where can the calculations of the base rate revenue requirements for 

plant being placed into service in 2011 for the Uprate Project be found? 

Exhibit WP-6 presents the calculations of the $X&+l% $28,270.391 of 

projected base rate revenue requirements for plant going into service in 201 1. 

What is the amount FPL is requesting to recover in 2011 for the Uprate 

Project? 
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The costs, carrying charges, and base rate revenue requirements FPL is 

requesting to recover in 201 1 for the Uprate Project is %&246&9 

$64.779.238. This amount consists of the 201 1 Projected Uprate costs to be 

recovered of $79&W+% $ 81,317.333, the true-up of 2009 Actual Uprate 

Project costs of @&W4+6j [ $3.971,698) described in my March 1, 2010 

testimony, and the true-up of 2010 ActualEstimated Uprate Project costs of 

@KLWSN) , 9  J$12,566,397)as shown on Exhibit WP-5. 

For the reasons stated in FPL Witness Jones’ testimony, FPL respectfully 

requests that the Commission approve FPL’s 201 0 ActuaEstimated and 20 1 1 

Projected Uprate expenditures as reasonable. FPL also requests the 

Commission approve the Uprate Project costs of $G$WS+W $64.779.238 

described in my testimony for recovery in FPL’s 201 1 CCRC charge. 

How is FPL treating O&M for NCRC purposes? 

Prior to 2010, FPL deferred recoverable O&M as a regulatory asset. 

Beginning January 1, 2010, FPL began eqx&iyg recovering the prior 

amount deferred and current month & proiected O&M iffsttffetl through 

the CCRC. Any resulting (over)/under recovery 

incur interest at the commercial paper rate (as required in Order No. PSC-09- 

. .  

0783-FOF-EI). 

Please describe the transfers to plant in-service for the Uprate Project in 

2010. 
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As shown on Exhibit WP-6, in 2010 FPL will transfer to plant in service plant 

related to an outage at Turkey Point Unit 3, the turbine gantry crane at St. 

Lucie Unit 1, the turbine gantry crane at Turkey Point, and transmission 

assets. The total company plant to be placed into service in 2010 is 

$139,345,988 ($137,479,791 jurisdictional, net of participants). The details of 

the plant to be placed into service and the work expected to be performed are 

explained in witness Jones’ testimony and exhibits. As described in Order 

No. PSC-08-0749-FOF-E1 in Docket No. 080009-EI, FPL “shall be allowed to 

recover through the NCRC associated revenue requirements for a phase or 

portion of a system placed into commercial service during a projected 

recovery period. The revenue requirement shall be removed from the NCRC 

at the end of the period. Any difference in recoverable costs due to timing 

(projected versus actual placement in service) shall be reconciled through the 

true-up provision”. Until the plant goes into service, FPL will continue to 

recover the carrying charges on the construction costs. Effective in the month 

each transfer to plant in-service is made, FPL will transfer the related costs 

from CWlP to plant in-service and the carrying charges will cease. 

Subsequent to the month the plant is placed into service, inclusion of the 2010 

base rate revenue requirements related to the plant going into service is 

included for recovery through the NCRC. Included in the base rate revenue 

requirement impact is any non-incremental labor related to the Uprate Project. 

Non-incremental labor is due to the fact that the labor was included in base 

rates. While FPL is not requesting recovery of carrying charges on this 
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amount through the NCRC, these capital costs should be included in ow base 

rate calculation. As shown in Exhibit WP-6, the total base rate revenue 

requirements related to plant going into service for the Uprate Projects in 2010 

is %W%W-$2.018,321. Base rate recovery of the annualized revenue 

requirements subsequent to the year the plant is placed into service will be 

requested in a separate petition outside of the NCRC as required by the 

Nuclear Cost Recovery Rule. 

Please describe the transfers to plant in-service for the Uprate Project in 

2011. 

As shown on Exhibit WP-6, in 201 1 FPL will transfer to plant in service plant 

related to outages for St .  Lucie Units 1 and 2, an outage at Turkey Point Unit 

4, simulator modifications for Turkey Point, and transmission assets. The 

total company plant to be placed into service in 2011 is $701,683,862 

($667,295,960 jurisdictional, net of participants). The details of the plant to 

be placed into service and the work expected to be performed are explained in 

Witness Jones’ testimony and exhibits. As shown in Exhibit WP-6, the total 

base rate revenue requirements related to plant going into service for the 

Uprate Projects in 201 1 is $26+%&S$28,270.391. Included in the base 

rate revenue requirement impact is any non-incremental labor related to the 

Uprate Project. Non-incremental labor is due to the fact that the labor was 

included in base rates. While FPL is not requesting recovery of carrying 

charges on this amount through the Clause, these capital costs should be 

included in our base rate calculation. The total amount of the base rate 
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revenue requirements for the true-up of 2009 and 2010, and for 2011 

projections are shown on Exhibit WP-5. 

COST RECOVERY FOR TURKEY POINT 6 & 7 

Turkey Point 6 &z 7 Preconstruction costs 

What are FPL’s 2010 ActuaYEstimated Turkey Point 6 & 7 

Preconstruction expenditures compared to costs previously projected and 

any resulting (over)/under recoveries of costs? 

FPL’s ActuaUEstimated Turkey Point 6 & 7 Preconstruction expenditures for 

the period January through December 2010 are $42,629,655 ($42,125,853 on 

a jurisdictional basis) as presented in FPL Witness Scroggs’ testimony and 

provided on SDS-9, Appendix 11, Schedule AE-6. 

FPL’s previously projected 2010 jurisdictional Preconstruction expenditures 

were $90,654,124 as filed in Docket No. 090009-EI. As a result of the 

Actual/Estimated True-up of 2010, as filed in this May 3,2010 filing, there is 

an overrecovery of Preconstruction costs of ($48,528,272) in 2010 which will 

reduce the CCRC charge paid by customers when the CCRC is reset in 201 1. 

What are FPL’s 2010 ActuaVEstimated Turkey Point 6 & 7 

Preconstruction carrying charges compared to carrying charges 

previously projected and any resulting (over)/under recoveries of costs? 
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FPL’s 2010 ActuaEstimated Turkey Point 6 & 7 Preconstruction carrying 

charges as filed in this docket are L$ 4,734,785). FPL’s 

previously projected carrying costs were $973,735, resulting in an 

overrecovery of $5.708.520), as shown on Exhibit WP-5. This 

amount will reduce the CCRC charge paid hy customers when the CCRC is 

reset in 2011. The calculations of the carrying charges can be found in 

Exhibit SDS-9, Appendix 11, Schedules AE-2 and AE-3A. 

What is the amount FPL is requesting to true-up in 2010 for Turkey 

Point 6 & 7 Preconstruction Costs? 

FPL is requesting to true-up 2010 Preconstruction Costs by 

654,236,7921, representing an overrecovery of Preconsbvction costs of 

($48,528,272), and carrying charges of @&W&5%) ($ 5,708520). This 

amount will reduce the CCRC charge paid by customers when the CCRC is 

reset in 201 1. 

For reasons stated in FPL Witness Scroggs’ testimony, FPL respectfully 

requests that the Commission approve FPL’s 2010 ActuaUEstimated 

Preconstruction costs as reasonable and the true-up of costs and related 

carrying charges to be included for recovery in FPL’s 2011 revenue 

requirements request as shown on Exhibit W-5. 

What are FPL’s 2011 Projected Turkey Point 6 & 7 Preconstrnction 

expenditures? 
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FPL’s 2011 Projected Turkey Point 6 & 7 Preconstruction expenditures are 

$29,469,475 ($29,121,201 on a jurisdictional basis) as presented in FPL 

Witness Scroggs’ testimony and provided in Exhibit SDS-9, Appendix 11, 

Schedule P-6. 

What are FPL’s 2011 Projected Turkey Point 6 & 7 Preconstruction 

carrying charges? 

FPL’s 201 1 Projected Turkey Point 6 & 7 Preconstruction carrying charges 

are $?+39&6 $2,189,194, as shown on Exhibit SDS-9, Appendix 11, 

Schedules P-2 and P-3A. 

What is FPL’s 2011 Projected Turkey Point 6 & 7 Preconstruction costs 

and carrying charges FPL is requesting to recover? 

FPL’s 201 1 Projected Turkey Point 6 & 7 Preconstruction costs and carrying 

charges FPL is requesting to recover is $&3&&%? $31.310.395 as shown on 

Exhibit WP-5. 

What is the amount FPL is requesting to include in FPL’s 2011 NCRC 

recovery request for the Turkey Point 6 & 7 Preconstruction costs? 

FPL is requesting to include a true-up amount of @?3,??5,464j { $33.474.898) 

in 201 1 for Turkey Point 6 & 7 Preconsbction costs which will reduce the 

CCRC paid by customers when the CCRC is reset in 201 1. 

This amount consists of the 2011 Projected Turkey Point 6 & 7 

Preconstruction costs to be recovered of $3WM+W! $ 31,310395, the m e -  

up of 2009 Actual Turkey Point 6 & 7 Preconstruction costs of 
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J%10.548,501), described in my March 1, 2010 testimony, and the true-up of 

2010 ActualEstimated Turkey Point 6 & 7 Preconstruction costs of 

(W4%W5j 1 ,  ($54.236.7921, as shown on Exhibit WP-5. 

For the reasons stated in FPL Witness Scroggs’ testimony, FPL respectfully 

requests the Commission approve as reasonable FPL’s ActuaVEstimated 201 0 

and 201 1 Projected Turkey Point 6 & 7 expenditures as shown on AE-6 and 

P-6 of this filing. 

Turkey Point 6 & 7 Site Selection costs 

What are FPL’s 2010 ActuaYEstimated Turkey Point 6 & 7 Site Selection 

expenditures compared to costs previously projected? 

FPL’s Turkey Point 6 & 7 Site Selection expenditures ceased with the filing 

of our need petition on October 16, 2007. All Site Selection expenditures 

were determined prudent by this Commission as of Order No. PSC-09-0783- 

FOF-El and all recoveries of costs with resulting true-ups have been reflected 

in nuclear cost recovery filings. 

Is FPL filing any NFRs related to Turkey Point 6 & 7 Project Site 

Selection costs? 

Yes. FPL is filing NFRs for Turkey Point 6 & 7 Site Selection costs related to 

carrying charges, primarily on the deferred tax asset. The deferred tax asset is 
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created by the recovery of Site Selection costs and the payment of income 

taxes before a deduction for the costs is allowed for income tax purposes. 

What are FPL’s 2010 Turkey Point 6 & 7 Project Site Selection 

ActuallEstimated carrying charges compared to carrying charges 

previously projected and any resulting (over)/under recoveries of costs? 

FPL’s 2010 ActualEstimated Turkey Point 6 & 7 Site Selection carrying 

charges as filed in this docket are $-k#$Q7 $145,965 as shown in Exhibit 

SDS-IO, Appendix Ill, Schedules AE-2 and AE-3A. 

FPL is currently collecting $233,136 in Site Selection carrying charges, as 

filed in Docket No. 090009-EI, through the CCRC in 2010 resulting in an 

overrecovery amount of ($87.171) which will reduce the CCRC 

charge paid by customer when the CCRC is reset in 201 1. 

What are FPL’s 2011 Projected Turkey Point 6 & 7 Project Site Selection 

carrying charges? 

FPL’s 2011 Projected Turkey Point 6 & 7 Project Site Selection canying 

charges are $l-74+2 $171.052 as reflected on Witness Scroggs’ Exhibit 

SDS-10, Appendix 111, Schedules P-2 and P-3A. 

What is the amount FPL is requesting to iuclude in FPL’s 2011 NCRC 

recovery request for the Turkey Point 6 & 7 Site Selection carrying 

charges? 

FPL is requesting to include a true-up amount of ($15,895) in 201 1 

for Turkey Point 6 & 7 Site Selection carrying charges. This amount consists 
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of the 201 1 Projected Turkey Point 6 & 7 Site Selection carrying charges of 

%4$3? $171.052, the true-up of 2009 Turkey Point 6 & 7 Site Selection 

carrying charges of ($99,776) as described in my March 1, 2010 

testimony, and the true-up of 2010 ActuaEstimated Turkey Point 6 & 7 Site 

Selection carrying charges of ($87,171) as shown on Exhibit WP-5. 

ACCOUNTING CONTROLS 

Q. Please describe the accounting controls that provide you reasonable 

assurance that the costs included in the f i g  are correct. 

FPL has a robust system of corporate accounting controls. The Company 

relies on its comprehensive corporate and overlapping business unit controls 

for recording and reporting transactions associated with any of its capital 

projects including the Uprate Project and Turkey Point 6 & 7 Project. The 

system is described in detail in the March 1, 2010 testimony filed by me in 

this docket. Highlights of the Company’s comprehensive and overlapping 

controls include: 

A. 

FPL’s Accounting Polices and Procedures; 

Financial systems and related controls including FPL’s general ledger 

and construction asset tracking system (CATS); 

FPL’s annual budgeting and planning process; 

Reporting and monitoring of plan costs to actual costs incurred; and 

Business Unit specific controls and processes. 
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These accounting controls and project controls are further discussed in the 

testimony of FPL Witnesses Jones and Scroggs. 

Are these controls documented, assessed and audited andlor tested on an 

ongoing basis? 

Yes. The FPL corporate accounting policies and procedures are documented 

and published on the Company’s internal website, INFPL. Included in the 

Company’s internal website are the corporate procedures regarding cash 

disbursements, accounts payable, contract administration, and financial 

closing schedules, which provide the business units guidance as to the 

processing and recording of transactions. The business units then build their 

more specific procedures around these corporate procedures. FPL’s internal 

audit department continues to audit the Uprate and Turkey Point 6 & 7 

Projects, and Witness Reed from Concentric provides testimony regarding his 

Company’s review of FPL’s system of internal controls. The FPSC staff also 

is continuing its audits. Additionally, by virtue of the schedules themselves, a 

high level of transparency allows all parties to review and determine the 

prudence and reasonableness of our filing. On pages 17 - 32 of the March 1, 

2010 testimony filed by me in this docket, is a more detailed discussion of 

these interrelated controls. 

How does FPL ensure only incremental payroll is charged to the 

projects? 

The Company has issued specific guidelines for charging labor costs to the 

project work orders. These guidelines emphasize the need for particular care 
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in charging only incremental labor to the project work orders included for 

nuclear cost recovery and ensuring consistent application of the Company’s 

capitalization policy. These guidelines describe the process for the exclusion 

of non-incremental labor from current NCRC recovery while providing full 

capitalization of all appropriate labor costs through the implementation of 

separate project capital work orders that will be included in future base rate 

recoveries. 

Did FPL’s recent base rate case affect the process for determining 

incremental payroll? 

Yes. In FPL’s rate case in Docket No. 080677-EI, FPL excluded all labor 

costs projected to be incurred for the projects from base rate revenue 

requirements through Commission and company adjustments for 2010. In 

2010, all dedicated and support employees working on the projects will charge 

their time to the Nuclear Cost Recoverable incremental work orders. Actual 

costs charged to the NCRC, O&M or capital in 2010 will be used to set the 

baseline for determining whether future labor costs are incremental effective 

January 1,20 1 1, using the previously issued guidelines. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. Are there any changes to existing controls or additional controls 

implemented and relied upon for these projects and the related 

reporting? 

Yes. There was a revision to EPU Project Invoice Process Instruction (EPPI- 

230) revising invoice approvers for certain dollar limits. Secondly, the 

Nuclear Business Operations Manager as described in my March 1, 2010 

A. 
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testimony was subsequently promoted to another position within the 

Company. The Nuclear Division Controller hired an internal candidate with 

substantial FPL experience in the regulatory and financial areas to fill the 

position and both the exiting and incoming Managers will work closely to 

ensure a seamless transition of responsibilities. Lastly, as discussed in more 

detail in my March 1, 2010 testimony, with the ramping up of transmission 

related costs in 2010, FPL is utilizing additional transmission business unit 

accounting controls. 

SUMMARY 

What is the total jurisdictional amount to be included in establishing 

FPL’s 2011 Capacity Cost Recovery Clause factor? 

FPL is requesting recovery of W+4+60 $ 31.288.445 over a 12 month 

period in 201 1 as detailed in the 2009 T-Schedules filed on March 1,2010, the 

2010 AE Schedules and the 2011 P Schedules filed on May 3, 2010 in this 

Docket No. 100009-EI. These schedules are included in Exhibit TOJ-14, 

Appendix I for the Uprate Project, Exhibit SDS-9, Appendix I1 for Turkey 

Point 6 & 7 Preconstmction costs and in Exhibit SDS-10, Appendix 111 for 

Turkey Point 6 & 7 Site Selection costs. A summary of these items is 

included in Exhibit WP-5. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes. 
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