
 

 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
 
In re: Nuclear Cost Recovery Clause 
 

DOCKET No.: 150009 - EI 
Filed: July 8, 2015 

 
THE CITY OF MIAMI’S  

PREHEARING STATEMENT 
 

The City of Miami (“Miami” or “the City”), pursuant to the Order Establishing Procedure 

in this docket, Order No. PSC-15-0082-PCO-EL, issued on January 30, 2015, files its Prehearing 

Statement. 

1. APPEARANCES: 

Victoria Méndez, City Attorney 
Matthew Haber, Assistant City Attorney 
444 S. W. 2nd Avenue, Suite 945 
Miami, FL  33130-1910 
 
Attorneys for the City of Miami. 
 

2. WITNESSES: 

Witness Subject Matter Issues 
Eugene T. Meehan Conducted an independent 

review of the feasibility 
study submitted by Florida 
Power and Light Company 
(“FPL”), finding that the 
feasibility study is not a 
reasonable basis on which to 
conclude that Turkey Point 
units 6 & 7 will be cost-
effective for ratepayers.   
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3. EXHIBITS: 

Exhibit Subject Matter Sponsor Description 
ETM-1 Eugene T. Meehan   Miami CV of Eugene T. Meehan 
ETM-2 Eugene T. Meehan   Miami 2015 feasibility analyses 

results for Turkey Point 
units 6 & 7: 40-year 
operating life. 

ETM-3 Eugene T. Meehan   Miami 2015 feasibility analyses 
results for Turkey Point 
units 6 & 7: 60-year 
operating life. 

 
In addition to the above pre-filed exhibits, Miami reserves the right to utilize any exhibit 

introduced by any other party. Miami additionally reserves the right to introduce any additional 

exhibit necessary for rebuttal, cross-examination, or impeachment at the final hearing. 

4. STATEMENT OF BASIC POSITION: 

Florida’s Administrative Code requires each utility seeking cost recovery for a nuclear 

power plant project to submit annually, for Commission approval, a detailed analysis of the long-

term feasibility of completing the power plant. Fla. Admin. Code Ann. r. 25-6.0423(6)(c)(5). 

This long-term feasibility analysis must include evidence demonstrating that the utility intends to 

complete the power plant, including evidence demonstrating that this intent is “realistic and 

practical.” Id. 

While Miami supports the development of cost-effective, reasonable, and prudent energy 

sources to serve Florida ratepayers, FPL has not met its burden to demonstrate the Turkey Point 

units 6 & 7 project is cost-effective, and therefore a “realistic and practical” option, for the 

consumers who will bear the burden of its costs. Last year, the Office of Public Counsel (“OPC”) 

noted that “based on FPL's own cost projections, the message of FPL's 2014 feasibility study is 

that the economic feasibility of Turkey Point 6 & 7 is dubious at the present time.” Prehearing 

Statement of the Office of Public Counsel, In re: Nuclear Cost Recovery Clause, PSC Document 
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No. 03449-14 (July 2, 2014). In that analysis, only two scenarios out of seven projected by FPL 

demonstrated that the project would be cost-effective for ratepayers over a forty year horizon. Id. 

Accounting for the sixty year horizon, overall only half of the scenarios FPL studied were 

predicted to be cost-effective for ratepayers. Id. 

This year, the long-term feasibility analysis submitted by FPL remains equivocal in 

nature. FPL’s determination that the Turkey Point units 6 & 7 project is economically feasible 

derives primarily from one basis: the assumptions made regarding the future value of carbon. 

However, these assumptions suppose that the price of carbon will increase eight times that which 

would result from inflation alone. Likewise, if the project is completed, ratepayers will wait fifty 

years to break even and many ratepayers will never be paid back. FPL’s rebuttal testimony does 

not dispute the math on which these conclusions are based.    

Moreover, the Turkey Point units 6 & 7 project is at a critical point in its life cycle.  At 

this time, the impact on customers of terminating the project and including the costs already 

expended in rates would be manageable. The initial application for the project was submitted at 

time when the price outlook for fuel sources other than nuclear was much less optimistic than 

today. Furthermore, the additional power needed from Turkey Point units 6 & 7 has already been 

delayed to 2027, almost a decade after initially proposed.  

Therefore, Miami respectfully requests that the Commission not approve FPL’s 2015 

long-term feasibility analysis as reasonable.  
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5. ISSUES AND POSITIONS: 

FPL Turkey Point units 6 & 7 

Issue 1: Should the Commission approve as reasonable what FPL has submitted as its 
2015 annual detailed analysis of the long-term feasibility of completing the 
Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 project, as provided for in Rule 25-6.0423, F.A.C? 

 
Miami: No. FPL's 2015 analysis of the economic feasibility of Turkey Point units 6 & 7 is 

equivocal and its determination of cost-effectiveness for ratepayers is based on 
unreasonable assumptions. Miami incorporates its statement of basic position by 
reference.    

 
Issue 1A: What is the current total estimated all-inclusive cost (including AFUDC and 

sunk costs) of the proposed Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 nuclear project? 
 
Miami: Adopt the position of OPC. 
 
Issue 1B: What is the current estimated planned commercial operation date of the 

planned Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 nuclear facility? 
 
Miami: No position at this time. 
 
Issue 2: Should the Commission find that FPL’s 2014 project management, 

contracting, accounting and cost oversight controls were reasonable and 
prudent for the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 project? 

 
Miami: No position at this time. 
 
Issue 3A: (Legal): Pursuant to Section 366.93, Florida Statutes, can costs, which are 

not related to, or necessary for, obtaining or maintaining a combined license 
from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for a nuclear power plant be 
incurred prior to the issuance of the COL and deferred for later recovery? 

 
Miami: Adopt the position of OPC. 
 
Issue 3B: Are the Initial Assessment costs incurred as set forth in FPL’s Petition and 

Testimony for which FPL is seeking deferred recovery, costs that are related 
to or necessary for obtaining or maintaining a combined license? 

 
Miami: Adopt the position of OPC. 
 
Issue 3C: Should the Commission approve FPL’s proposal to incur and defer for later 

recovery its Initial Assessment costs, as set forth in FPL’s petition and 
supporting testimony? 
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Miami: Adopt the position of OPC. 
 
Issue 4: What jurisdictional amounts should the Commission approve as FPL’s 

actual 2014 prudently incurred costs and final true-up amounts for the 
Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 project? 

 
Miami: No position at this time. 
 
Issue 5: What jurisdictional amounts should the Commission approve as reasonably 

estimated 2015 costs and estimated true-up amounts for FPL’s Turkey Point 
Units 6 & 7 project? 

 
Miami: Adopt the position of OPC. 
 
Issue 6: What jurisdictional amounts should the Commission approve as reasonably 

projected 2016 costs for FPL’s Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 project? 
 
Miami: No position at this time. 
 
Issue 7: What is the total jurisdictional amount to be included in establishing FPL’s 

2016 Capacity Cost Recovery Clause factor? 
 
Miami: Adopt the position of OPC. 

 
Duke Energy Florida 

Issues 8-16:  Miami takes no position on the issues identified for Duke Energy Florida. 

6. STIPULATED ISSUES: 

None at this time. 

7. PENDING MOTIONS: 

None. 

8. STATEMENT OF PARTY’S PENDING REQUESTS OR CLAIMS FOR 
CONFIDENTIALITY: 
 
None. 
 
 

9. OBJECTIONS TO QUALIFICATION OF WITNESSES AS AN EXPERT: 

None at this time. 
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10. STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE WITH ORDER ESTABLISHING PROCEDURE: 

At this time, Miami is not aware of any requirements in the Order Establishing Procedure 

with which it cannot comply. 

Respectfully submitted this 8thday of July, 2015. 

VICTORIA MÉNDEZ, City Attorney 
MATTHEW HABER, Assistant City Attorney 
Attorneys for CITY OF MIAMI 
444 S. W. 2nd Avenue, Suite 945 
Miami, FL  33130-1910 
Tel.: (305) 416-1800 
Fax: (305) 416-1801 
 
By: s/ Matthew Haber  
 Matthew Haber 
 Assistant City Attorney 
 Fla. Bar No. 105203 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 8th day of July, 2015, I served the foregoing 
document on all parties list in the attached Service List by e-mail.  

 
By: s/ Matthew Haber  
 Matthew Haber 
 Assistant City Attorney 
 Fla. Bar No. 105203 
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SERVICE LIST 
 

Carlton Law Firm 
J. Michael Walls/Blaise N. Gamba 
P.O. Box 3239 
Tampa, FL 33601-3239 
Email: mwalls@cfjblaw.com 
 
Duke Energy  
John T. Burnett/Dianne M. Triplett 
299 First Avenue North 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 
Email: John.burnett@duke-energy.com 
 
Duke Energy  
Matthew R. Bernier/Paul Lewis, Jr. 
106 East College Avenue, Suite 800 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Email: Matthew.bernier@duke-energy.com 
 
Florida Power & Light Company  
700 Universe Boulevard 
Juno Beach, FL 33408 
Phone: (561) 304-5226 
FAX: (561) 691-7135 
Email: Jessica.Cano@fpl.com 
 
Florida Power & Light Company  
Kenneth Hoffman 
215 South Monroe Street, Suite 810 
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1858 
Phone: (850) 521-3919 
FAX: (850) 521-3939 
Email: Ken.Hoffman@fpl.com 
 
Florida Power & Light Company 
Bryan S. Anderson 
700 Universe Boulevard 
Juno Beach, FL 33408-0420 
Phone: (561) 304-5253 
FAX: (561) 691-7135 
Email: Bryan.Anderson@fpl.com 
 

AARP  
Charles Milsted 
200 West College Avenue 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: (850) 577-5190 
Email: cmilsted@aarp.org 
 
Florida Consumer Action Network 
Bill Newton 
3006 W Kennedy Blvd. Ste B 
Tampa, FL 33609 
Phone: (813) 877-6712 
Email: billn@fcan.org 
 
Real Energy Strategies Group  
Jeremy L. Susac 
113 South Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: (561) 313-0979 
Email: jeremy@realesg.com 
 
Robert H. Smith  
11340 Heron Bay Blvd. #2523 
Coral Springs, FL 33076 
Email: rpjrb@yahoo.com 
 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group  
Jon C. Moyle, Jr. 
c/o Moyle Law Firm 
118 North Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: (850) 681-3828 
FAX: (850) 681-8788 
Email: jmoyle@moylelaw.com 
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Florida Retail Federation  
Robert Scheffel Wright/John T. LaVia, 
c/o Gardner Law Firm 
1300 Thomaswood Drive 
Tallahassee, FL 32308 
Phone: (850) 385-0070 
FAX: (850) 385-5416 
Email: Schef@gbwlegal.com 

PCS Phosphate - White Springs  
James W. Brew / F. Alvin Taylor 
c/o Brickfield Law Firm 
1025 Thomas Jefferson St., NW, 8th Flo 
Washington, DC 20007 
Phone: (202) 342-0800 
FAX: (202) 342-0807 
Email: jbrew@bbrslaw.com 
 
Florida Public Service Commission  
Martha F. Barrera/ Kyesha Mapp 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
Phone: (850) 413-6212 
FAX: (800) 511-0809 
Email: mbarrera@psc.state.fl.us  
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