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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

TESTIMONY OF TERRY J. KEITH 

DOCKET NO. 120001-E1 

MARCH 1.2012 

Please state your name, business address, employer and position. 

My name is Terry J. Keith and my business address is 9250 West Flagler 

Street, Miami, Florida, 33174. I am employed by Florida Power & Light 

Company (FPL or the Company) as the Director, Cost Recovery Clauses, in 

the Regulatory & State Governmental Affairs Department. 

Have yon previously testified in this docket? 

Yes. 

What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 

The purpose of my testimony is to present the schedules necessary to support 

the actual Fuel Cost Recovery (FCR) Clause and Capacity Cost Recovery 

(CCR) Clause Net True-Up amounts for the period January 2011 through 

December 2011. The Net True-Up for the FCR is an under-recovery, 

including interest, of $51,121,025. The Net True-Up for the CCR is an under- 

recovery, including interest, of $44,704,575. FPL is requesting Commission 

approval to include the FCR true-up under-recovery of $51,121.025 in the 

calculation of the FCR factor for the period January 2013 through December 

2013. FPL is also requesting Commission approval to include the CCR true- 

up under-recovery of $44,704,575 in the calculation of the CCR factor for the 
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period January 2013 through December 2013. 

Have you prepared or caused to be prepared under your direction, 

supervision or control an exhibit in this proceeding? 

Yes, I have. It consists of two appendices. Appendix I contains the FCR 

related schedules and Appendix I1 contains the CCR related schedules. In 

addition, FCR Schedules A-1 through A-I2 for the January 2011 through 

December 2011 period have been filed monthly with the Commission and 

served on all parties of record in this docket. Those schedules are 

incorporated herein by reference. 

What is the source of the data that you will present in this proceeding? 

Unless otherwise indicated, the data are taken from the books and records of 

FPL. The books and records are kept in the regular course of the Company’s 

business in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles and 

practices, and with the applicable provisions of the Uniform System of 

Accounts as prescribed by the Commission. 

FUEL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE (FCR) 

Please explain the calculation of the FCR net true-up amount. 

Appendix I, page 3, entitled “Summary of Net True-Up,’’ shows the 

calculation of the Net True-Up for the period January 201 1 through December 

2011, an under-recovery of$51,121,025. 

The Summary of the Net True-up amount shown on Appendix I, page 3 shows 
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the actual End-of-Period True-Up under-recovery for the period January 201 1 

through December 2011 of $57,422,937 on line I. The ActuaUEstimated 

True-Up under-recovery for the same period of $6,301,912 is shown on line 2. 

Line 1 less line 2 results in the Net Final True-Up for the period January 201 1 

through December 201 1 shown on line 3, an under-recovery of$51,121,025. 

The calculation of the true-up amount for the period follows the procedures 

established by this Commission as set forth on Commission Schedule A-2 

“Calculation of True-Up and Interest Provision.” 

Have you provided a schedule showing the calculation of the FCR actual 

true-up by month? 

Yes. Appendix I, pages 4 and 5, entitled “Calculation of Actual True-up 

Amount,” show the calculation of the FCR actual true-up by month for 

January 201 1 through December 20 1 1. 

Have you provided a schedule showing the variances between actual and 

actuaVestimated FCR costs and applicable revenues for 2011? 

Yes. Appendix I, page 6 provides a comparison of jurisdictional fuel revenues 

and costs on a dollar per MWh basis. Appendix I, page 7 compares the actual 

End-of-Period True-up under-recovery of $102,921,43 1 to the 

ActualEstimated End-of-Period True-up under-recovery of $5 1,800,406 

resulting in the variance of $51,121,025. 

Please describe the variance analysis on page 6 of Appendix I. 

Appendix I, page 6 provides a comparison of Jurisdictional Total Fuel 

Revenues and Jurisdictional Total Fuel Costs and Net Power Transactions on 
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A. 

a dollar per MWh basis. The ($51,121,025) variance was due primarily to an 

increase in the fuel cost per MWh of $40.03NWh vs. $39.64iMWh that 

resulted in a cost variance of $40,102,971, and a decrease in fuel revenues per 

MWh of $41.65/MWh vs. $41.74/MWh that resulted in a decrease of 

($9,281,741), for a total variance due to cost of ($49,384,713). 

The increase in fuel cost per MWh resulted in a variance due to consumption 

of ($32,780,708) and the decrease in fuel revenues per MWh resulted in a 

variance due to consumption of ($34,518,519), for a total variance due to 

consumption of ($1,737,810). Finally, the variance reflects a decrease of 

$1,499 in interest primarily due to higher than expected commercial paper 

rates. 

What was the variance in Adjusted Total Fuel Costs and Net Power 

Transactions? 

The variance in Adjusted Total Fuel Costs and Net Power Transactions was 

$7,356,915. As shown on Appendix I, page 7, this $7.4 million increase in 

Adjusted Total Fuel Costs and Net Power Transactions was due primarily to a 

$14.5 million (0.4%) increase in the Fuel Cost of System Net Generation, a 

$3.2 million (16.2%) variance in the Fuel Cost of Power Sold, and a $0.9 

million (14.8%) variance in Gains from Off-System Sales. These amounts 

were partially offset by a $6.4 million (4.1%) decrease in Energy Payments to 

Qualifying Facilities (QF), a $2.8 million (3.3%) decrease in Energy Cost of 

Economy Purchases and a $1.9 million (0.7%) decrease in Fuel Cost of 

Purchased Power. 
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Fuel Cost of System Net Generation ($14.5 million increase) 

FPL’s natural gas cost averaged $5.83 per MMBtu or $0.04 per MMBtu 

(0.7%) lower than projected during the period. FPL consumed 7,307,653 

more MMBtu (1.3%) than projected during the period. Of the total $19.0 

million variance for natural gas, $42.9 million was due to higher than 

projected consumption. This volume variance was partially offset by $23.9 

million due to lower than projected unit costs. 

FPL’s heavy oil cost averaged $12.93 per MMBtu or $0.05 per MMBtu 

(0.4%) lower than projected during the period. FPL consumed 223,556 more 

MMBtu (3.2%) than projected during the period. Of the total $2.5 million 

variance for heavy oil, $2.9 million was due to higher than projected 

consumption. This volume variance was slightly offset by $0.4 million due to 

lower than projected unit costs. 

FPL’s light oil cost averaged $19.46 per MMBtu or $0.10 per MMBtu (0.5%) 

lower than projected during the period. FPL consumed 68,715 more MMBtu 

(3.7%) than projected during the period. Ofthe total $1.2 million variance for 

light oil, $1.4 million was due to higher than projected consumption. This 

volume variance was slightly offset by $0.2 million due to lower than 

projected unit costs. 

FPL’s nuclear cost averaged $0.61 per MMBtu or $0.02 per MMBtu (3.2%) 

lower than projected during the period. Additionally, FPL consumed 92,485 
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less MMBtu (0.04%) than projected during the period. Of the total $4.9 

million variance for nuclear, $4.8 million was due to lower than projected unit 

costs and $0.1 million was due to lower than projected consumption. 

FPL’s coal cost averaged $2.84 per MMBtu or $0.02 per MMBtu (0.7%) 

higher than projected during the period. FPL consumed 1,602,023 less 

MMBtu (2.7%) than projected during the period. Of the total $3.3 million 

variance for coal, $4.5 million was due to lower than projected consumption. 

This volume variance was partially offset by $1.2 million due to higher than 

projected unit costs. 

Fuel Cost of Power Sold ($3.2 million variance) 

The variance in the fuel cost of power sold was primarily due to lower than 

projected economy sales and lower than projected fuel costs for economy 

sales. FPL sold approximately 76,000 MWh less (13.9%) of economy power 

than projected. Additionally, FPL’s average fuel cost attributable to economy 

sales was $1.75iMWh lower (6%) than projected. Of the total $3.2 million 

variance for the fuel cost of power sold, $1.8 million is due to lower than 

projected economy sales and the remaining $1.4 million is due to lower than 

projected fuel costs for economy sales. 

Gains from Off-Svstem Sales ($857.1 19 variance) 

The variance in gains from off-system sales was primarily due to lower than 

projected economy sales. FPL sold approximately 76,000 MWh less in 
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economy sales than originally projected. Approximately 97% of the total 

variance of $857,119 is attributable to lower than projected economy sales. 

Approximately 3% is attributable to lower than projected average margins 

($0.12/MWh) on economy sales. 

Energy Payments to Oualifving Facilities ($6.4 million decrease) 

The variance in energy payments to qualifying facilities is attributable to both 

lower than projected fuel costs and lower than projected volumes related to 

QF purchases. Approximately 53%, or $3.4 million, of the variance was due 

to lower than projected QF purchases. FPL purchased approximately 77,000 

MWh less than projected from QFs. Approximately 47%, or $3.0 million, of 

the variance was due to lower than projected unit energy costs. The actual unit 

cost of energy was $0.87iMWh lower than projected. 

Energy Cost of Economy Purchases ($2.8 million decrease) 

The variance in the energy cost of economy purchases is primarily due to 

energy that FPL returned in-kind to Tampa Electric Company (TECO). FPL 

inadvertently took energy from TECO, during 2010, due to a meter error in a 

tie-line, and returned most of this power in 2011. Approximately 93%, or 

$2.6 million, of the variance is attributable to this return of energy. The 

remaining $0.2 million variance is attributable to lower than projected 

economy purchases (approximately 19,000 MWh) and slightly higher than 

projected unit costs ($0.65iMWh) for economy purchases. 
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Fuel Cost of Purchased Power ($1.9 million decrease) 

The variance in the fuel cost of purchased power is primarily due to lower 

than projected UPS purchases. FPL purchased approximately 116,000 MWh 

less of UPS power than originally projected, resulting in a volume variance of 

approximately $4.8 million. This volume variance was partially offset by $2.8 

million due to higher than projected unit costs for UPS purchases 

($0.74/MWh), resulting in a net UPS variance of approximately $2.0 million. 

The balance of the variance was caused by greater than projected volumes 

related to PPA and St. Lucie Reliability Exchange purchases, partially offset 

by lower than projected SJRPP purchases. 

What was the variance in retail (jurisdictional) Fuel Cost Recovery 

revenues? 

As shown on Appendix I, page 7, line C3, actual jurisdictional FCR revenues, 

net of revenue taxes, were approximately $43.8 million (1.1%) lower than the 

actual/estimated projection, reflecting lower than projected jurisdictional 

sales, a variance of 826,923,742 kWh (0.8%). 

Pursuant to Commission Order No. PSC-ll-0579-FOF-EI, FPL’s 2011 

gains on non-separated wholesale energy sales were to be measured 

against a three-year average Shareholder Incentive Benchmark of 

$10,707,967. Did FPL exceed this benchmark? 

No. 

What is the appropriate final Shareholder Incentive Benchmark level for 

calendar year 2012 for gains on non-separated wholesale energy sales 

eligible for a shareholder incentive as set forth by Order No. PSC-OO- 
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1744-PAA-E1 in Docket No. 991779-E1? 

For the year 2012, the three year average Shareholder Incentive Benchmark 

consists of actual gains for 2009, 2010 and 2011 (see below) resulting in a 

three year average threshold of $6,680,369. 

A. 

2009 $10,700,43 1 

2010 $4,42 1,987 

201 1 $4,918,688 

Gains on sales in 2012 are to be measured against the three-year average 

Shareholder Incentive Benchmark of $6,680,369. 

CAPACITY COST RECOVERY CLAUSE (CCR) 

Q. 

A. Appendix II ,  page 3, entitled "Summary of Net True-Up" shows the 

calculation of the CCR Net True-Up for the period January 2011 through 

December 201 1, an under-recovery of $44,704,575, which FPL is requesting 

to be included in the calculation of the CCR factors for the January 2013 

through December 20 13 period. 

Please explain the calculation of the CCR net true-up amount. 

The actual End-of-Period under-recovery for the period January 201 1 through 

December 2011 of $19,460,973 (shown on page 3, line 1) less the 

ActualEstimated End-of-Period over-recovery for the same period of 

$25,243,602 (shown on page 3, line 2) that was approved by the Commission 

in Order No. PSC-l1-0579-FOF-EI, results in the Net True-Up under- 
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recovery for the period January 201 1 through December 201 1 of $44,704,575 

(shown on page 3, line 3). 

Have you provided a schedule showing the calculation of the CCR actual 

true-up by month? 

Yes. Appendix 11, pages 4 and 5, entitled “Calculation of Final True-up 

Amount,” shows the calculation of the CCR End-of-Period true-up for the 

period January 201 1 through December 201 1 by month. 

Is this true-up calculation consistent with the true-up methodology used 

for the FCR clause? 

Yes, it is. The calculation of the true-up amount follows the procedures 

established by this Commission set forth on Commission Schedule A-2 

“Calculation of True-Up and Interest Provision” for the FCR clause. 

Have you provided a schedule showing the variances between actual and 

actual/estimated capacity charges and applicable revenues for 201 l? 

Yes. Appendix 11, page 6, entitled “Calculation of Final True-up Variances,” 

shows the actual capacity charges and applicable revenues compared to 

actual/estimated capacity charges and applicable revenues for the period 

January 201 1 through December 20 1 1. 

What was the variance in net capacity charges? 

Appendix 11, Page 6, Line 12 provides the variance in Jurisdictional Capacity 

Charges, which is a decrease of $1,342,034 or (0.2%). This $1.3 million 

variance was primarily due to a $3.4 million (6.7%) decrease in Incremental 

Plant Security Costs, a $0.7 million (0.3%) decrease in Payments to Non- 

cogenerators, a $0.5 million (3.3%) decrease in Transmission of Electricity by 
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Others and a variance of $53,341 (3.5%) associated with Transmission 

Revenues from Capacity Sales. These decreases were partially offset by a 

$3.2 million (1.2%) increase in Payments to Cogenerators. 

Incremental Plant Securitv Costs ($3.4 million decrease) 

The variance in incremental plant security costs was primarily due to lower 

than projected Part 73 Cyber Security Digital Assessment costs resulting from 

a change in scope. FPL is waiting for additional NRC guidance on assessment 

criteria, therefore, the assessments required for the Cyber Security critical 

systems and digital assets were not completed as planned and mitigation 

efforts have been delayed into 2012. 

Payments to Non-coeenerators ($0.7 million decrease) 

Approximately $1.4 million of the variance in payments to non-cogenerators 

was primarily due to SJRPP. The SJRPP variance was due to lower debt 

service costs and lower JEA O&M expense charges to FPL, which resulted 

from purchasing approximately 34,000 fewer MWh than originally projected. 

This was partially offset by approximately $0.7 million attributable to UPS as 

a result of timing differences associated with the Capacity Availability 

Performance Adjustment costs. 

Transmission of Electricity by Others ($0.5 million decrease) 

The variance in the costs of transmission of electricity by others was primarily 

due to higher than projected UPS power purchases, resulting in lower than 
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projected unutilized transmission costs. FPL purchased approximately 

148,000 more MWh than originally projected for the last five months of 201 1. 

Transmission Revenues from Cauacitv Sales ($53.341 variance) 

The variance in transmission revenues fkom capacity sales was primarily due 

to higher than projected transmission unit costs related to economy power 

sales. FPL sold approximately 26,000 MWh less economy power than 

projected during the forecast period; however, the transmission unit costs 

were higher than initially projected. 

Payments to Cogenerators ($3.2 million increase) 

The variance in payments to cogenerators was primarily due to higher than 

projected capacity payments to both Cedar Bay and Indiantown. Capacity 

payments to Cedar Bay were approximately $2.6 million higher than 

estimated and capacity payments to Indiantown were approximately $613,000 

higher than originally estimated. Higher payments resulted from a higher 

realized annual capacity billing factor for both Cedar Bay and Indiantown 

than had been projected. Capacity payments to Broward North were 

approximately $62,000 lower than estimated. 

What was the variance in Capacity Cost Recovery revenues? 

As shown on page 6, line 14, actual Capacity Cost Recovery Revenues (Net of 

Revenue Taxes), were $46,036,301 (7.7%) lower than the actualiestimated 

projection. This $46,036,301 decrease in revenues, plus the $1,342,034 

decrease in costs and $10,307 increase in interest (page 6, line 16), result in 
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the final under-recovery of $44,704,575. 

Have you provided Schedule A12 showing the actual monthly capacity 

payments by contract? 

Yes. Schedule A12 consists of two pages that are included in Appendix I1 as 

pages 7 and 8. Page 7 shows the actual capacity payments for Qualifying 

Facilities, the Southern Company UPS contract and the SJRPP contract for the 

period January 2011 through December 2011. Page 8 provides the Short 

Term Capacity payments for the period January 2011 through December 

2011. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes. it does. 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
FUEL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

SUMMARY OF NET TRUE-UP FOR THE 
PERIOD JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER 2011 

1. End of Period True-up for the period January 
through December 201 I (born Page 5, Column 13, lines C7 & C8) 

Less - ActuaWEstimated True-up for the same period * 

Net True-up for the period January through December 201 1 

( ) Reflects Undemecovery 

2. 

3. 

* Approved in FPSC Order No. PSC-I I-0581-PCO-El. 

$ (57,422,937) 

16 (6,301,912) 

$ (51,121,025) 
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REVENUE/ COST VARIANCE ANALYSIS - 2011 FINAL TRUE UP 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
f 

JURISDICTIONAL FUEL REVENUES ACTUAUESTIMATED ACTUAL $ DIFF 

REVENUES $4,247,749,805 $4,303,949,545 ($43,800,260) 

MWH 104,154,363 103,327,440 (826.923) 

;I R 
1 1  
12 

$ per MWH 

$ (43.800.260) 

VARIANCE DUE TO CONSUMPTION 
VARIANCE DUE TO COST 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

41.74333 

ACTUAL $ DlFF 1 JURISDICTIONAL TOTAL FUEL ACTUAVESTIMATED 
COSTS 

COSTS $4.1 28,865,429 $4,136,187,692 $7,322,263 

M W  104,154,363 103,327,440 (826,923) 

$ per MWH 39.M179 40.02991 0.38812 

41.65350 (0.08983) 

$ (34.518.519) 
$ (9.281.741) 

VARIANCE DUE TO CONSUMPTION 
22 VARIANCE DUE TO COST 1 $ (32.780.708) 

$ 40,102,971 

25 I TOTAL VARIANCE 1 S DlFF 1 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

VARIANCE DUE TO CONSUMPTION $ (1,737,810) 
(49.384.713) 

$ (51,122,523) 
VARIANCE DUE TO COST $ 

INTEREST $ 1,499 

$ (51,121,025) 
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

LTNE 
NO. 

FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER 201 I 

I 
ACTUAL1 DIFFERENCE 

ACrVAL ESTIMATED(a) AMOUNT I % 

A Fuel Costs & Net Power Transactions 
I a Fuel Cost of System Net Generation 

b Nuclear Fuel Disposal Costs 
c Scherer Coal Cars Depreciation & Return 

2 B Fiiel Cost of Power Sold (Per A6) 
b Gains from Off-System Sales 

3 a Fuel Cost OfPurchased Power(PerA7) 
b Energy Payments to Qualifymg Facilities (Per AX) 

4 
5 

Energy Cost ofEconorny Purchases (Per A9) 
Total Fuel Costs & Net Power Transactions 

3,730,938,714 3,716,471,059 $ 14,467,655 0 4  % 
20,097,705 20,235,193 $ (137,488) (07)  % 

(16,407,880) (19,589,834) $ 3,181,954 (162) % 
(4,918,688) (5,775,807) $ 857,119 (148) % 

265,640,333 268,584,173 $ (1,943,840) (07) % 
148,739,829 155,104,718 $ (6,364,889) (4 I) % 

(569) - $  (569) NIA 

6 Adjustments to Fuel Cwt  
a Sales to FI Keys Elect Coop (FKEC) &City of Key West (CKW) $ (22,999,669) $ (23,034,849) $ 35,180 (0.2) % 

c Inventory Adjustments $ (1,483,371) 6 (1,525,501) E 42,130 (28)  % 

7 Adjusted Total Fuel Costs & Net Power Transactions 5 4,199,474,101 $ 4,192,117,186 $ 7,356,915 0.2 % 

b Reactive and Yoitage Control Fuel Revenue $ (1,329,038) E (1,361,095) E 32,057 (2.4) % 

d Non Recoverable Oilirank Bottoms $ (334,580) $ (290,519) $ (44,061) 15.2 % 

€3 kWh Sales 

Sale for Resale lexcludme FKEC & CKW) 
I Jurisdictional kWh Sales 103,327,439,709 104,154,363,451 $ (826,923,742) (0.8) % 
2 

105,503,199,965 5 Total Sales 
6 Jwisdictmnal %of  Total kWh Sales ( h e n  B 

C Trueup Calculation 
I Jansdmionai Fuel Revenues (Net of Revenue Taxes) $ 4,303,949,545 $ 4,347,749,805 $ (43,800,260) 

Fuel Adjustment Revenues Not Applicable to Period 
2 B Prior Period True-UD iCollectedVRefunded This Penod $ (216,740,260) $ (216,740,260) $ 0 

b GPIF, Net of Revenue Taxes (c) $ (8,110,057) $ (8,110,057) $ 0 
3 Jwisdictional Fuel Revenues Applicable to Period $ 4,079,099,228 5 4,122,899,489 $ (43,800,260) 

4 a Adjusted Tothi Fuel Costs & Net Power Transactions (Line A-7) $ 4,199,474,101 $ 4,192,117,186 $ 7,356,915 

llemr 4,199,474,101 4,192,117,186 $ 7,356,915 
b Ad]. Total Fuel Costs & Net Power Transactions - Excluding 100% Retall 

~~ ~ 

5 
6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
1 I 

Iiirisdictianal Sales % of Total kWh Sdes (Line B-6) 
Jurisdictional Total Furl Costs & Net Power Transactions 
C5 x 1.00083) 
True-up Provision for the Month - OverI(Under) Recovery (Lme C3 - 
Line C6) 
Iiitere~t Provision for the Month 

(Lme C4b Y 

a True-up & Interest Provision Beg of Period-OverI(Under) Recovery 
b Deferred True-up Beginning of Period - Oved(Under) Recovery 

Prior Period Tme-up Collectedi(Refunded) This Period 
E.nd of Period Net True-up Amount CNerI(Under) Recovery (Lines C7 
tliiough CIO) 

NIA NIA NIA 

$ 4,136,187,692 $ 4,128,865,429 $ 7,322,263 

$ (57,088,464) $ (5,965,940) E (51,122,524) 
(334,473) (335,972) 1.499 

(2 16,740,260) (2 16,740,260) 0 
(45,498,494) (45,498,494) 0 
216,740,260 216,740,260 0 

E (102,921,431) E (51,800,406) 5 (51,121,025) 

(1.0) % 

0 0  % 
0.0 % 
(1.1) % 

0 2  ?4 

0.2 % 
NIA 

0.2 % 

856.9 Yo 
(04) % 

0.0 % 
0.0 % 
0.0 % 

98.7 % 

NOTES (a) Per Mid-Couno Correction Fdiog approved om Deceankr 19.2011. 
(b) N m  c o n f i x t  for FKEC in *Red May 2011 (Accouotinb month June 2011). this b e  only inclvda CKW. 
(c) Genrr%tion Parfonn~oc.r locrntivr Factor 1, ((S8,115,900/12) I_ 99.9280%) - S c  Order No. PSC-II-OO9CFOF-EI 
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FLORIDA POWER & LICH? COMPANY 
CAPACITY COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 
SUMMARY OF NET TRUE-UP FOR THE 

PERIOD JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER 2011 

1. End of Period True-up for the period January 
throughDecember2011 (from Page 5, lines 14 & 15) 

Less - ActualiEstimated True-up for the same period + 

Net True-up for the period January through December 201 1 

( ) Reflects Underrecovq 

2. 

3. 

* Approved in FPSC GrderNo. PSC-11-0579-FOF-El dated December 16,2011 

6 (19.460.973) 

25.243,602 

$ (44.704,5752 

3 
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FLORIDA POWER & LICHTCMCA~' ~~ 

CAPACITY COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 
CALCULATION OF FINAL TRUE-UP VARIANCES 

FOR THE PERlOD JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER 2011 
- ~ - '  ~ ~ _ _ _ _ _ ~ -  

~ ~ ~ _ _ _ _ _ - ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ -  

- 
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