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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

FLORIDA POWER I LICHT CCMtANY 

TESTIMONY OF SAMUEL S. WATERS 

DOCKET NO •• ,. ·EI 

JULY 13, 1-

Q. P ..... .uta your R-. .nd bu.l.- eddl Ill • 

A. My name is s.muel S. Waters and my business eddrus Is 9250 West 

Flagler Street, Miami. Florida 33174. 

Q. By..._. ... you -.awvect .ct wt.t poaJtJon c1o you hold? 

A. I em employed by Florida Power ' Light Comp.ny ( "FPL") as the 

Manager of Power Supply Pl.,ning. 

Q. P._. dac:rlbe your educ8tJan .nd prof-.lonal experience. 

A. I graduated from Duke University with a BKhelor of Science 

Degree In Electrical Engineering In 1974. From 1974 until 1985. I 

was employed by the Advanced Systems Technology Division of 

Westinghouse Electric Corporation as • consultant in the areas of 

T ransmlsslon Planning and Power System Software. While employed 
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Q. 

A. 

at WestinghouH, I earned a Masters Degr• In Electrical 

Engin..,.lng from Cemegie-Mellon University. 

The purpose of my tat.Jmony Is to 8ddras Hv.,.al Issues In the 

Flot"'lda Industrial Pow.,. UHn Croup's (FIPUC) Petition to 

Discontinue FPL's 011 a.ckout Coat Recov.-y Fector. The Petition 

erroneously contends that FPL's 500 KV T.-.nsmlulon Project 

( "Project•) ha not Khieved Ita pur-poH.. and that the claimed 

capacity .,.,.,.., benefits of the Project _.. Illusory bec:auH they 

.,.. baaed on fictional units. My testiMony discus ... theM Issues 

aa they ,..lata to the Project Met the aa.od8ted capacity pur-chaMs, 

Of" Unit Power Sales ( "UPS11 ), from the Southern Companies and 

their consideration In the Oil Backout Cost Recov....y factor'. 

First. I wilt daulbe the Project Md the auociated purchases. I 

explain how the Project t"eVenue req'uirements, the capacity charges 

paid to the Southern Companies Md mot""e recently. net Avlngs. 

have been recov~ through the 011 B.ckout Cost Recov~ 

Factor'. I also present a brl.,. hlator'lcal ov....view of the Project. 

including a diacuulon of CM"Iglnal qualification and subsequent 

regular review by the Commiulon. 

Second. my testimony .....ublisha the fact that the Project and 

the associ~ power purc:hua from Southern Company meet the 
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Q. 

A. 

primary purpose of economically dlapleclng oil-fired generetlon. 

This was c*nonstrated to the ColnnUsslon using the Primary 

Purpose Test In the original qualification proceedings. The Project 

continues to meet the Primary PurpoM Test. even when viewed In 

light of significantly lower oil prlc"'S then originally projected. In 

reviewing this test, I discuss why Inclusion of the UPS capacity 

payments In the perfot"'IIMCC of the ••t Is lncot rect. 

Third, I also discuss. In gMe~al terms, how the planning process 

Identifies the need for capKity Met the timing of decisions required 

to meet future needs. I discuss how capKity deferral benefits 

have been uMd by FPL tD calcuiMa 8nd rec:ovw uvlnp accruing 

from the Project and UPS purc:heHa through the 011 Backout Cost 

Recovery Factor since 1987. In this dlscuulon, I show how these 

savings are auoclated with the deferral of Martin Colli Unit Nos. 

3 and II, and that these units were, in feet, deferred by the 

Project. 

Finally, I will present my conclusions resprding the Impact of the 

Project and the propriety of Its cost recovery through the Oil 

Backout Cost Recovery Faetor. 

Do you have .,Y docu••nta 8tt8CMd ta your t.t~Mony? 

Yes. Attached to my testimony are Document Nos. 1 through 4. 
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Q. Pl ... c:t.c:rlbe FPl11IOO KV TNn•l11lan Project .. which 18 being 

recove~.t through the 011 81abaut eo.t •~• 'I ,_... 

A. The Project Is compriHCI of two 500 KV tran~mla•lon lines end 

associated substation fKIIItJ•. The Project runs •long the Florida 

east coast from the Georgia-Ftorfcw state line to the Mllrtin and 

Midway substations in Martin .,d St. Lucee Counti•. respectively. 

There. the linn tie into other portions of FPL's 500 KV network. 

which extend• to Dade County Mel the wnt coat of Florida. The 

substation fKilitJa In the Project integrate the Project with FPL 's 

other 500 KV lina end FPL's 230 KV tran~miasion system. My 

Document No. 1 contains • g.-.phic showing FPL's SOO KV 

Transmission Project. 

Q. p ........ n how the ProjKt .. built. 

A. The Project wu built in thr• ph.Ha. with verylng completion 

dates for specific Project el....,.ts. The construction phuing 

allowed earlier and fuller utilization of the UPS purchases. The 

Project phases were consistently completed at or ahead of schedule. 

thereby reducing Project revenue requirements. My Document 

No. 2. which relies in part on Mr. Scalf's Project Description in the 

original certification proceeding. shows the phasing of the Project. 

the scheduled completion dates and the actual completion dat£5. 
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Q. You .ute thllt the ~ .. CDn8tructed 111.-:1 fll ec:Mdule; how 

do the ProJect'• ectu8l CDft8tructJon co.ta c _,_. to thou 

projedAid by FPL In the crtJflc8tJan pt...tlng? 

A. Quite favorably. FPL originally projected that the invutment In 

the Project, when fully compt~d, would be $QI6.109,000. FPL1s 

actual construction cost enc invutment tn the Project was 

$326,020.276 when the lut Hgllle't wu brought on-lin£ !n June. 

1985. 

Q. Pa- ct.crlbe the UPS poww 

Pntjea. 

A. In the Project•s quallflc:Mion ptoceedlng, FPL explained that the 

development of the 500 KV TrenMIIulon Project w .. related to UPS 

purchues from the Southern ayaum. Southern had offered for 

sale. from the urly 19101a through the mid-19901s, power generated 

at coal-fired power plants In their ayatem. With FPL•s major 108d 

centers In South Florida. to t.ke edventege of this coal-fired 

power. FPL end Southern would heve to trenUtlt the power from 

the Southern Companies• power piMts to FPL 108d centers through 

high volt.ge tren..,.laslon llnu. 

As Mr. Scalf explained In the qualfflc.tlon proceeding. the UPS 

agreement with the Southern Comp~ml• provided for Increased 

purchues from relatively small amounts In mld-1982 to significant 

levels In 1985 through 1992. Then. as the Southern Companies' 
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load Increased In the 1990's. n..ctfng the UPS cepaclty for their 

own use. the purc:haea decruMd between 1993 end 1995. with 

the UPS purc:haea ending In t.t.y. 1995. 

a.ckout eo.t RecDWI 'I F8CtDr7 

A. Yes. in pert. In the original pt oceedlng euthorizlng FPL to 

recov• coats through Ita 011 Beckout Cost Recovery Fedor. the 

Commluton authorized the Nlft:#Very of the CllpKity and wheeling 

chrgea aaodatad with FPL •a UPS pun:hMes. In Order No. 11210. 

the ec...luton at.ted: 

The prU.ry purpoM ~the &00 KV trwnptaaion p~'t, 

as determined in the quaUticaUon Marlnp, is economic 

oil backout. Savtnp uaodatec:l with the importation of 

coal by wire ovv the 500 KV tranallliaalon project could 

not be obtained wftbout payblc capacity and wbeellng 

c:harpa ~ Soutbftn eo.pay. Beace, capacity and 

wbeelmg c:harpa abouJd be ~ tbrouP either the 

Fuel AdJust-at Pllctor or tbe OU Beckout ec.t Reccwery 

Factor. . • . We fiDd u.t tbe ••JWity aDCl wbMHng 

charpa abould be ~ tJaMucb tbe on Backout ec.t 

Recovery Pectcr to Nduce caafaataD ad to facOitate tbe 

tedew ol co.ta beiDc wwWNd b)' tbe ec.pany. 
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Consistent with thia declalon In 5ept8Nber, 1912, In eech 

subaequent rec:ovwy pr 'OCMdlng FPL ha aought .net the 

Commission ha approved rec:ovwy of the UPS QPKity and 

wheeling charges through the 011 Beckout Coat Recovery FKtor o 

Energy coats •socleted with tM UPS purch8Ma are recovered 

through FPL'a Fuel end Purct.. d Power Cost Recovery Fector 

{"Fuel Clauae") o 

Q. Pa- • trlze the .. KV Tr••laalan Ptoject 011 Beclalut 

Qullllflcatlan Pt UTI .... 

A. FPL initleted thet proceeding on litllr'Ch 30, 1112 by filing with the 

Commisalon e petition Milking euthorlty t.o recover the c:oR of the 

proposed Project through en 011 8eckout Coat Recovwy Fector. 

Both FIPUC end the Office of Public Counael (•Public Counsel•) 

Intervened Met ec:tlvely oppaaed FPL'a ptllftJon. Aftw hewing• 

in June, July end Auguat, 1912, the ea..lulon iuued on 

October 1, 1912 .. detelled order, Order No. 11217. finding that 

FPL's 500 KV T......,ulon Project qualified for recovery under 

an Olf Beckout Cost Recov.-y Fector. 

Both Public Counael end FIPUG aought reconsideration of Order 

No. 11217. The Commluion denied raconalderatlon In Order 

No. 11537 iuued on Jenuwy 21l. 1913 o 
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In the meantime. the Commlulon hlld luued Order No. 11210 

authorizing FPL to begin recovery of the. Project Md the uaocieted 

UPS capacity and wheeling charges through an approved Oil 

Backout Cost Recovery FKtor. FIPUC Md Public Counsel 

participated Ktlvely In thet proceeding • well, opposing recovery 

of the Project through an Oil BIICkout Cost Recovery FKtor. 

Public Counsel appuled both Order No. 1 0, the order 8pproving 

recovery and Order No. 11217, the order finding the project 

qualified. to the Florida Supr.... Court. On April 12. 1914. the 

Supreme Court iuulld Its decision In Citizens v. Public Service 

Commission. IIIII S.2d 10211. llfflnnlng both orders of the 

Commission. 

Q. wtwt coeta daM FPL recovw tlrough IU 011 8adcDut eo.t Recov• y 

FKtor? 

A. In llddltion to the UPS Cllp8city Md wheeling costs prevloualy 

discussed. FPL recovers revenue r.qui,....,.ts on Its Project. FPL 

has also been recovering and t .. dng u eccel...-.ted deprecl8tlon 

on the Project. two-thirds of the IICtWII net uvlngs experienced as 

a result of the Project. As I dlsc:ua l8tar In my testimony. thf!se 

actual net savings reflect. emong other things. capacity deferral 

benefits usocl8ted with M8rtln Unit No.. 3 and 4. two C081 units 

defer red by the Project. and the related UPS purchases from the 

Southern Companies. 
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Q. How ofUn doea the Canu lulon conaldw FPL 'a r..v• y fll caaa 

through the 011 Beckout eo.t ReeDY• 'f F-=tor7 

A. The Commlulon has reviewed the comput8tlon and .,proved a 

factor ever)' six months since the original decision In September, 

1982 allowing FPL to begin rec:ov ""Y through the fKtor. This Is 

done u part of the Connluion'e ongoing Fuel Cl.use harlngs. 

FPL has always supported the cc.. mputatlon of Ita factor with 

preflled testimony. As In the caH of the Fuel Clause Proceeding, 

the 011 Backout Cost Recovwy FKtor Is subject to true-up 

calculations to assure ., IM:CUnta recovery of cons from 

ratepayers. In addition. In FPL's a..t rate caH, FPL requested 

that the Commission r.nove·the recovery of SOIM Project revenue 

requirements from the factor and place them In base rates. The 

Convnlulon spectflcally declined to do this. There has been 

regular. formal Commluion scrutiny of FPL's recovery of coats 

through the Oil Backout Cost Recovery FKtor. 

Q. What Is the prl..-y purpoM f1l the ProjKt7 

A. The primary purpose of the Project Is economic displacement of oil

fired generation. Proof of this purpose was required by the 

Conwnisslon to qualify the project for coat recovery under the Oil 

Backout Cost Recovery Factor rule. 

9 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

' I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

In its adoption of the 011 Back out Cost Recovery Fector rule. the 

Commission suted in Order No. 10554 that: "Rule 25-11.18 i8 

intended to be uaed by investor owned electrtc utWties ror the 

recovery of costa of implementing apecitted aupply aide 

conservation meaau1"811 which w11l econ...Ucally cllaplace oil generated 

electricity. " Similar langu~~ge regrdlng the necessary primary 

purpose of an 011 Backout Project Ia found In the Rule Itself. 

Section (2)(a) of the Rule autes: 

(a) The OU Backout Coat Recovery Factor ia to be 

ut111zed for the NCOvery of oa.ta of tapla••nttne 

any of the following aupply aide, oil ccmael"fttion 

meaaures the prta.ry purpoee of which is the 

economic cUaplacemant of cd1 a-erated electricity 1D 

Florida •. .. 

Among the supply side. oil conservation MeHUres specifically. listed 

is "Transmiaaion Line Conatruction Coat •••• when the primary 

purpose the construction of the linea ia to iDCI'fWM the importation 

or transfer of non-oil derived electrlcal enel'IY on either e firm or 

non-firm baaia." Consistent with theM atAit8lnenta that the primary 

purpose of a project must be economic oil displacement. 

Section ( 3) (a) 1 . provides that for a project to qualify for recovery 

through the 011 Backout Coat Recovery Fector. the Commission 

must have made a finding that: "The prta.ry purpose of the 

10 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

proposed project is the eeonoadc di8placement of on fired pneration 

in the State of Florida." 

Q. How .. the~ ... tlwt the ... lpY ~ fJI. 

project Ia the ...-.-rc c:llapiK:•••nt c.f olt-flred ...,...._.? 
A. The Commission ha established a m:.ns of testing that Issue. In 

the flnel order In tM Project•• quellflarUon proceeding, Order No. 

11217. the Commluion devoted en .tint section to the dl.cussion 

of "The Prirnery Purpose Test.• FPL proposed, end tM Commission 

Steff supported, a Prfmery PurpoM Test which •• met If gross 

fuel uvlngs expected from the Project outwelgMd all other gross 

uvings on a net present velue beals. Neither FIPUCi or Public 

Counsel proposed • test, but Public CounMI, baed on en 

exeminatlon of syn.n expens.ion piMa end projected oil uuge. 

argued thllt FPL •s Project end the relllted unit power purchases 

were prlrnerlty lnt.aded to lftMt loed growth rllther tMn dlaplece 

oil . The Commission ntjec:Ud these .atern.tlvea and steted: 

In our mind, the iuue ( datatwtDation of prt.ary 

purpoee) is bMt NIOlved by alloaaUq the fuel oo.ta of 

the project ap.tnat the fuel uvtnp and the capacity 

costa of the project againat the capadty uvinp. We 

t.hink it proper to allocate oo.ta aad be!Miftta 1n thia cue 

becauae the Qlaapany could bave p\li"Cbued the ~ by 

wire power on a non-firm buia, thereby avoiding the 

11 
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A. 

capacity costa due Southern but alao foreaotnc the 

deferred capacity beneftta. 

Having stated that UPS cepiiCity costs ahould not be allocated 

against fuel uvlngs In determining the Project's prl....-y purpose. 

the Commission speeifie~tlly .nb....t methodology for determining 

whether the Primary Purpose Teat w satisfied: 

If the net fuel aavtnp exceed tba coat of the Project, 

the Company bu .. t ita burden ol proof on th1a iuue 

and demonatrated that the prt.uoy purpoM of the Project 

l8 oil displacement. The Ccapuy bu done th1a ln 

Exhibit 15(j). 

H.ve you --'ned Exhibit 15(J) ,,.. the qu.llflaltlon Pn.w.eedlng? 

Yes. I have .uached a copy Olf the original Exhibit 15(j) and a 

supporting schedule In Docket No. 120155-EU a my Document 

No. 3. As stated In eo..tiulon Order No. 11217. this exhibit 

reflects the methodology used by the ec..Julon in determining 

whether or not a project tnaata the P"-"Y Purpose THt. That Is, 

for the first tan years of the Project, fuel savings are compared to 

Project revenue requlr.,...nta. 
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Q. Glv. thla apecfflc ~ 8nd .,lcatlon fll the Prl• 1 y Pu.,.... 

T.at, ha the FIPUC f*Jtlan pt ... ly ._...ned...._,. or not 

A . No. It has not. In eontendlng thet the Project haa not met Its 

purpose. FIPUC has attached a achedute to fts Petition. Schedule 2 

which Improperly includes the c.pacJty ct.-qa auoclated with the 

UPS agreement with Southern Company. Thla '1eV.,..Iy dlatona the 

original Commission test. FIPUC erroneously c:.omf*"B net fuel 

savings to project revenue requl,......,ta pi• UPS a.ta. By 

misstating the test and erroneously lncJudlng UPS cap~~City costs, 

FIPUC makes It appear thet the project results In a loaa. In fKt. 

the Project has produced net fuel uvlnga a well a Ktual toUt 

savings. If the Primary Pul"'ppH Test had been performed In 

FIPUC•s manner In the original quallflclltlon pr"'CHdlngs. the 

Project would not have passed. 

Q. If UPS capeclty C1M1ta .... not conaldlred In tM C c r lulan'a 

Prl....-y Pu~ T.at., how .... they conaldlred In the 

qualff1C8tlon pt oc.dlng? 

A. UPS capacity costs were considered In a aeparate test. the 

Cumulative Present Value Test. In that test, the Commlulon 

recognized not only the UPS capac:lty costa, but alao the capacity 

deferral benefits associated with the Project and the ltnportatlon of 

coal by wire. It Ia quite clur from the application of the teats In 

the qualification order that the Commlulon Intentionally segregated 
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energy costs •nd saving• from C8pKity costs Md uvlng1 in 

applying the Prtt.ry Purpose Test and recognized both capacity 

costs 11nd uvlngt In the Cumulative Pra.nt Velue Tat. 

Q. wt.t .a..t FIPUC's cantMtlan In Ita tt.dtlan tt.t the Proj&'t t.. 

felled to ..t Ita prlnclpel ,.,...... .. to ..... tt.l ,.. ojec;ted oil 

pl'"lc=- ..ct that the C l•lan relied FPL 's ,...__ to ... lfy 

the Pn»ject7 

A. Neither It true. Beca~H of the recognized unc:etUinty In 

projecting oil price. .. three oil price forece.ts ..,.. praentAid In the 

original qualfflc.tion proceeding; • high bMd fONCMt .. prepared 

by the Deprtment of Energy.. • mid bMd for.:.t.. prepared by 

the Florida Power EJectrlc Coordlnlltlng Croup .. Inc. (FCC) and • 

low band forecast.. prepared by FPL and c:hanc:terlzed •• 

"conservative. • The retev.tt c:oel price forece.t wa provided by 

the Southern Companlet. In Order No. 11217., the Commlulon 

stated: 

Based on the evidence before ua, w. ftnd that the fuel 

price forecuts are reuoaabJe and are of •utfident 

rellabWty to warrant their uae u tbe •tart:fnc point for 

our determination that the project quaUtiM under the 

rule . 
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FPL was straight forward In ~fng the difficulty In 

accurately projecting oil prices. It Ia c:'-" from • review of the 

transcript that the C:O..Iulon .. fully .,riNd of the probability 

that actual experience would deviate from the projection• •nd that 

the deviation might be tubftMtf•l. 

Oil prices have, In filet, been lower than .,y c.~ the foracata used 

In the original qu.Uflcatlon. How•vw, the original Intent of 

presenting • banded for.-t WM to pt Ment • ,... of poulble 

outcomn, and It wa FPL that produc:8d the low bend f01 ec:aat. 

More importantly, ev., with actual oil prices lower than those 

originally projected, the Project hai8CDftCIIIIic:ally dl8plec:ed oil fired 

generation, 

Q. Do. the Project still.,_. the Prl••rt Purpalla T-.t .. using actual 

dllta end c:urrwlt fonlc:Mta? 

A. Yes, however .. I ~ld like to edd that I do not think it Ia proper 

to urequalffyt' a project. Decisions on whethw to qualify a project 

for Oil Bedcout Coat Recovery should be made baNd on the best 

available information 8t the time quallflcation Ia .ought. That Is the 

time when project decisions must be made.. lnf~lon justifying 

the project is readily available and the eo.nlulon Ia fully apprised 

of current circumstances affecting a project. Requalification or 

reevaluation of qualification through hindsight, as FIPUC appears 

to want to do, is difficult and unfair. 
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However. putting aside whether It is fair to reconsider Project 

qualification. It is important In light of FIPUC'a allegations for the 

Commission to know that the Project still pas ... the Primary 

Purpose Test. o.plta algnlfiQntJy ....,. oil prtc. tt.. orlgl.,..ty 

projected .. the Project t1. produced Md Ia Rill producing Ml fuel 

uvlnp which exceed the revenue requlr ....a ttl the Project. 

I have reputed the original Pri.....-y Puf"PPM Tat updating with 

actual data through May.. 1919 and using cu,.,..,t FPL projections 

of fuel prices. Aa with the original Exhibit 15(j)., thla analysis is 

performed over the Initial ten yura af the Project. The ,...ulta are 

attached as Document No. •• R.terrlng to the document. the test 

adds direct fuel savings af $1,1110,152.,000 Md fuel related savings 

of ( $393. 121.,000).. then autrtr.cts the f01-sone benefit of lower 

system fuel costa If the Martin units h8d been built as originally 

planned. $796.424.000. to yield a total fuel savings of $651.307.000. 

This is well llbove the total ten year Project revenue requirements 

of $295, 754 .. 000. 

The contention by FIPUC that the project has not achieved Its 

purpose is untrue. It Ia the misapplication of the Primary Purpose 

Test by FIPUC. not lower oil prices, which results In their 

contention that the project does not meet Ita purpose. 
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Actual N.t ScMnqa : .D!Iftai9J. Mw1fn !l!!f! 12!:. J &!I ~ 

Q. tt. FPL cola.ct.d •y ~far the ,...,_which hew ,_,tt.d 

ft"'OII IICtUel Mt IWI19? 

A. Yes. A• authorized by the Rule, end a ..-...aned appropriate by 

the Commlulon In Order No.. 11t36. 190112, 20133 and 20916, FPL 

ha and Is collecting ,..venu. abovt"' Project CHts beatuM the 

project ha produced net uvlnga. 

Section (IJ)(a) of the Rule IIUthorlz• collection of r-evenuu equal 

to: 

• StnJght line ~ .. plu. 

• Project cotrt of capful, plu• 

• Actual tax expenM, pin 

• 011/non-oll O&M differential, plus 

• Two-thln:t. of the actual net uvlnga (If ,..ttlve) 

The amount ldentlfled a two-thln:t. of the ectual net uvlng• Is 

recovered through the 011 Backout eo.t Recovery Factor and 

applied u additional depreciation. This recovery Is to continue 

until the Project Investment I• fully recovered. 
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Q. How .... 8CtUIII net avlnga ••w~t In -=h fll the lnat8nela7 

A. The specific methodology for ..,..nlng the 8CtUel net uvlngs for 

Inclusion In FPL's 011 Bec:kout eo.t Recovwy Fector was pr....,ted 

In D. L. Babk•'s testimony In Docket Nos. 17-1-EI Met 110001-EI. 

The methodology WH the ._ In • ' : C8MI Met pwt flf the 

calcul8tion included deferred capacity L.~lta .uod.tect with the 

Mltrtln 00111 units. The Mwtln CD8I units W""f"f' cfef.,..,.. .. • ,...ult 

of the Project 8ftd the rea.ted UPS .,-.....,t with the Southern 

Comp~~nles. 

Q. .._, did • 'll'ltdty .,..,... ...,.,.._first IIPJI•r In FPL•• c:81cullltJon 

ol net avlnga In., FPL Oll"a.dcaut filing? 

A. The first time capacity def.,.,..l benefits were projected in •n FPL 

011 BIICkout filing wH In FPL's JM....-y, 1987 testimony for the 

April. 1987 - September, 1987 r.covery period In Docket 

No. 870001-EI. The capeclty deferr.l benefits were the result of 

the deferr.l of M8rtln Coal Unit No. 3, which would h8ve been 

placed In service In June 1987, without the purchues from the 

Southern Comp~~nles. Although the recognition of cap~tCity deferr•l 

benefits did not produce net uvlngs In the projection of the April. 

1987 - September. 1987 period, neither FIPUC or Public Counsel, 

who were p~~rtles to the Docket. objected to FPL •s recognition of 

capacity deferr•l benefits in fts calcua.tlon of net uvings. 
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Q. H• FPL d•••d .,y eddftJaMI E ..-zlty ., ...... IMniiiiU .. ,... u.t 

tJ.e? 

A. Yes. The benefits of def.,.,..l ol Mwtln C:O.I Unit No. 3 have 

continued to ..,,_,. In •II subuquent FPL 011 Beckout Cost 

Recovery Factor flllnga. Witt.:~ conatruc:tJon of the Project •nd 

the UPS Agr.......nt, Mllrtln Coe' Unft No. 4 would halve come into 

service in December ol1911. Con-eq'*'tly, FPL begM to accrue 

capacity ct.f.,.,..l benefits for Mwtln Unit No. ' In its October, 1911 

through Mrch, 1989 filing In Dock.t No. IIOOCn-EI. Thla wH al10 

supported In FPL'a preflled ~y. The ,..._,tunt l.eYellzed 011 

Beckout Cost Recovery F-=tor of 0.111 CMts/KWH for the period 

October, 1911 - Mllrch, 1989 waa epproved without objection by 

FIPUC or Public CounMf. 

Q. Ia FIPUC queRJonlng In this ~lng la41M prwvtou.ty rWMd 

by FPL 8nd d-=lr:t.d by tt. C l•lan7 

A. Yes. During 1987 and 1911, FPL pt ltMted the methodology and 

underlying auumptlona for its Cltlcul8tion of capeclty ct.ferral 

benefits used In qualifying ectuaf net bnneflts to be recovered 

through the Oil Backout Cost Recovery Factor. This was 

consistent with the Commission's directive In the original 

certification proceeding th8t the proper musure of uvinga to be 

recovered was to be determined "at auch time u the deferred units 

would have come on-11De, abient the Oil Backout Project •. .. " 

Even though FIPUC hald notice u f.- back u 1912 and even though 
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FIPUC has bMn en ective prty In the 011 a.ckout proceeding5 

throughout 19871md 1•. FIPUC welted untllslgnlflcent dollers of 

ectual net uvinga t.d b.n recovered before ntlafng • chetlenge 

in Jenuery. 1989. 

Q. W. tt .............. fw FPL .-.d the C nl•ltllan tiD Include the 

., ...... f1l u.rtln COlli Unit ..... J .... In ... C81alfldan f1l Mt 

uvlng~~ In~ pl ..... pi I I .... ., 

A. Yea. The Mertln Coal Unlta ..,.. Identified In the quellfk:atlon 

proceeding a the CllpKity eddltJons which would t.ve been 

required If the Pt ojea t.d not a.- conatructed end the power 

purchaa ,,.. the Southern c..-r.. t.t not been ..-. The 

conatruction of the Project 8ftd the pw'Ct•• frollt Southern 

Cctnpenia ellowed the unlta to be dll...-.d to the 1990's. This 

deferrel •• recognized by the c-lli•alon In queltfylng the Project 

by including the untts• ~lty dll.....a beMflt in the Cutnuletlve 

Present Velue Teat. In llddltJon, the ct.fwnl of Mllrtin Colli Unit 

Nos. 3 end 11. wa the beals for FIPUC's end Public Counael's 

ergument In the certlflclltJon practtdlng th'tt the pri....-y purpose 

of the Project wa to fiiMt future ea.d growth. Thus. It eppeers 

thet et lust In 1982, ell the perta. egreed thet the Mertln Coel 

Units would be def..-red by the Project end the UPS pun:heaa. 
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Q. In Ita Petition, FIPUC ....-. tt.t the 81Kity dtlwral beMftta 

UMd to c:alc:ulm 8Ctual rwt uv~,.. ... 111....-y .. a-. .. the Mw-t.ln 

Unlta ... not now pwt fl FPL•a ..,....... pWI end t.v. not a.

alnce 1113. Pa- 8ddr111 thla ClfttMtlon. 

A. FIPUC's claim Is baed on fMIItv logic end erroneous Impressions. 

FIPUC maintains that becauae FPL haa Identified in its recent 

generation exf*'slon piMs unl other than the Martin eo.1 Units 

as its next CllpiiCity eddltlona.. the Mrtln Units .,.. "fictional" . 

The conclualon doM not flow from the prwaiM. Thla allegetlon 

also shows a mlaunderiUndlng of the genet lltlon piMnlng process 

and how dec:isions to bring new ~tty on line _.. IMde. 

The llbilfty to ch8nge the c:epeclty type Is .., additional benefit 

arising only becauM the Project and the UPS purchues deferred 

the Martin Units. This Is a diatlnct tMn.flt over and above the 

benefit usociated with the deferral of the Martin Units . In 

Mr. Sc.lf's testimony during the original qualification hearing, he 

testified under crou examination: "It would be our bope that in 

that time fi'IIID8 we might ... 8caa chanp in the commercial 

availabillty of altemativea that D8Y produce cheaper types of 

construction." And he further .uted: 

I t.hink there 1a sipjficant propeu being made in 

research today in some of the coal conversion 

technologies. To mention only one u looking promiaing 
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would be coal couveNion aDd patftcatioD which would 

then be UHd in a ocabiDed eyCJe type plant, which 

should have a much Jowv eapita1 coat than the 

conventional units that w. ... today. 

It appears to me tMt Mr. 5c:a'1 recognized th8t the decision to 

pursue the Project Mel the UPS purct.es would reault In the 

deferral of the Mertln Coel Unlta ,,.. 1•1 Md 1MI untJI1992 Md 

1993. It al.o app•rs tt.t Mr. Sallf recognized tt.t enother 

potential ben.tlt of deferring construction of the Martin Coal Unlta 

out of the 1987-1918 tJtne f,... .aght be providing thne for 

8eceuM of lower projected fuel 

prices, FPL and Ita custoiMn will be able to enjoy the fruits of 

such advances by using leu c:oatly c:CIIIblned cyde uc:hnology In 

FPL 's next generating unit ·8ddftlon. However, the current 

prospect that FPL will build a ..,..-.tJng unit other than the Mrtln 

Coal Units when it eventually unct.ruk• capldty additions does 

not chMge the fact that absent the Pt'Oject Met the UPS purchaaea, 

the Martin Coal Unlta would have been b..tllt. Consequently, the 

Martin Coal Units wwe the unlta .,.,... by the Project, and 

taking advMtage of this additional benefit of Intervening 

technological adVMces does not tMke the original units •mythical" 
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Q. Pt.M c:Wify your .-.tion tlwt FIPUG's 81~ .,_ • 

flll~ng t/1 the ....... pe.iiitlng pi I CliP? 

A. FIPUG h•• confused wh8t FPL lntenda to do In the 1910's with wh8t 

8bunt the 011 

Backout Project. The two c:.nnot ~· 

In developing gen..-.tion exp8nslon pl.,s. the ne8d for new 

cap8City must be identJfled f• ...ough In edv.,ce so th.t •II 

required IICtlvltles. •·V·, siting, lle~~nslng, design • .nglneerlng 

•nd construction, c:.n b8 perf'Of"llld to MMt the required In-service 

ct.te. The ...ount of ta.. required to pwfonn theM IICtivitles 

..ublishes the l..c:t U.. .-.qulred between • decision to insult • 

new unit •nd Its COIIIIPietlon. For u..tln Unit No. 3. the required 

lud time was 8PPf'OXilutely eight y..... This .....,. th8t to meet 

the In-service ct.te of June, 1917, FPL would heve hed to begin 

expenditures on the unit In 1910. Slmllwly, for Merlin Unit No. 

4. the required l..c:t time •• seven .,..,-.. To meet • u.rtln Unit 

No. 4 In-service dMe of O.Calllber. 1911, expenditures by FPL 

would heve hed to begin In 1912. If FPL 1.:1 not com~~~ftted to the 

Project end the UPS purchues from Southern Compenles. FPL 

would heve hed to construct Mwtln Unit Nos. 3 and 4 end these 

units would now be COMpl-.d end in openrtion. 
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Q. 

A. 

Why do you believe t"- unlta would now be In ..,..uon . .,._t 
the Project end UPS purdY••• f,._ ~1 

FPL ev•luates • number of generating unit •lterMtlv• when 

considering C8paclty lldditlona. In doing ao, we look at toUI 

expected life cycle costa on • pr&Jent value bala. When Mllrtin 

Unit Noa. 3 and 4 were identlflf d .. the next unit llddltlons In 

FPL's gen.,.ation expMalon piMa. tneae c:oel-flred unlta hlld been 

ev•luated 8gllinat other options on • life cycle beals Md found to 

be I•• costly. The dedaion to construct the Project Md enter the 

UPS Ag,.......nt w .. mllde In 1•1 • .....,...,y effectively deferring the 

Maartin Units at that point In tUne. The toUI life cycle coat 

relationship between c:oel-flred unlta end other •lternatlv• did 

not ch8nge until 1915 pl.,nlng studies .... perlonned. These 

studies were then focusing on cepecfty needs In the mid-1990's. 

It w .. not until 1985 when FPL flm reflected in Ita gen..-.tion 

expMalon plan a combined cyde unit .. the next pl.nned 

generating lldditlon. Then, the toUIIIfe cyde costa of a coel unit 

and a combined cycle units were virtually identiC81. 

I have no reuon to believe MythJng but that the Martin Coal Units 

would have or could have been built to meet FPL capKJty needs In 

1987 and 1918. It was not up until 1985, when fuel for8C8ats for 

oil and gas showed a algniflCMt decline* that combined cycle 

technology ~ att.-.ctlve. Prior to this time. It would have 

been more econcmic.t for FPL to have built ita coel-flred units than 
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It would have been to switch to combined cycle technology. Other 

factors demonstrete this to be the c:ae. Sev..-.1 coel unlta were 

certified by the Conniulon end/or c:onatruct.ed during the period 

of 1980-1985. Moreover, n late ea May, 1914, the Commluion 

determined thM e coal-flred get;:Jratlng unit would be more 

economical than e combined cyde Jnit and should be used n the 

avoided unit for ~ pridng. Putting ealde Fuel Usa Act 

uncertainty over the uae of oil end gea ea e prhury fuel ea well ea 

more limited natu,..l gea supplies during this tltne period, simple 

economics suggest that .._.t the UPS purc:haaea, coal-fired 

generation was the preferred genentlng etternative until, at l ... t. 

tate 1985. 

One other consideration must be mentioned. The project lud time 

for a combined cycle unit during the 1910-1915 period wa five to 

seven y..,... Thus, to RIMt the 1917 .,d 1918 c.p~~City needs 

which would have existed without the UPS purchaaea. FPL would 

have to have begun conatruction on e COIIIbtned cyde unit (~~nd 

cancelled construction of the Mrtln Coel Untta) In 1911 ~~nd 1912. 

Of course, the ComMission had already approved a 1912 generation 

expansion plan in qualifying the Project In 1912. Even if combined 

cycle technology had been more coat effective after 1982. project 

lud time alone would have dictated the completion of the Martin 

~I Unlta to meet capacity neech In 1917 Md 1918. 
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Q. FPL did In feet, ct.ltge the type of unit It pl8ns to build, • FIPUC 

points out. Do. thla ...a-t that • dlffwwtt type of unit would 

t.v. Npa.c.d M8rtln 3 mel,, 
A. No. In late 1985, FPL moved fi"''Oft • pulverized COlli unit to a 

combined cycle unit u Its next cap8City option to be 8dded In the 

mid-1990's. If we evalullte this Jecl•lon end Its Impact on Martin 

Unit Nos . 3 and ll, we need to e c81ftlne the scenario with no power 

purchaes from Southern ..,d then uk whether the Martin Units 

would be replaced by COIIIblned cycle units. By the end of 1985, 

Martin Unit No. 3 would have been approxiiUtely 71\ CGfnPiete and 

Martin Unit No. ll would have been llppf"OXImately ll7\ complete. In 

my opinion. the l .. t cost apaclty alternative at that point would 

certainly have been completion of the units. Ufe cycle costs of 

coal and combined cycle unfta to be placed In service In the mid-

1990's were virtually Identical In 1915, and If the •lgnlflc....t costs 

of cancellfnq the Martin Units ..,.. recognized, u they •hould be, 

in the cost of a combined cycle unit, the economic advant.ge of 

completing the Martin Units I• significant. In addition, new 

combined cycle units begun In late 1915 would not have been 

available to meet the Martin Unit No. 3 ln-Mt'Vice date, since Ius 

than a two year lead time would exist at that point. As previously 

noted, flve to seven yurs would nonuUy be ..-.quired. This also 

means It Is unlikely that Martin Unit No. 4 could have been 

replaced by combined cycle units. 
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Q. wtwt do you conclude mout FIPUG .. 81a.g.dana CDIICII nlnst .,.,... 

ol the Mlrtln Untu? 

A. FIPUC has attempted to Infer from recent FPL generation expansion 

plans that M.rtin Unit Nos. 3 Md 4 were not def.,.,.ad by the 

Project. This is a fallacious arg~.s . ..,t which obscures the rMin 

issue, which Is what would FPL have done absent the power 

purch .... from Southern. The only way to addrHs this iuue Is 

to look et the facts • they exlated when the original decisions on 

the project were tnllde. The def.,.,..l of u.rtln Unit Nos. 3 and 4 

occurred when FPL decided to ~ .,ending on the units. While 

It Is true that FPL's genen~tlng expMalon piMa have changed alnce 

1982 and now ahow canlblned cycle unlta • the next planned 

generating addltlons, thla Ia a beMfft directly attributable to the 

def.,.,..l of the Martin Unlta, not a .-...on to auume that they were 

never part of FPL's plans. The ectv.nc:ed technology combined 

cycle and coal-gaslflcetlon ccnblned cycle unlta which are now part 

of the FPL Generation Expanalon Pl.,• were not available as 

alternatlvH to. the Martin unlta. To auggat that the Martin Unlta 

are fictional or that the Martin Units were nut deferred because of 

what FPL currently plans to do would be a gross mluppllcetlon of 

fact. 
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Q. Would you pln11 • • I• yeur CIIIIIICiulloM 001.0. nlng FIPUC'a 

JNilftlon? 

A. I believe the FIPUC petition end aupPOrtlng schedul•.,.. Mrioualy 

flawed for several reasons: 

• FIPUC erroneously auerta thllt ,: L'a 500 KV project ha 

resulted in aignlflc.nt losaes, when In fiiCt, It ha provided 

aignlflc.~t fuel uvlnga • well • total Project ectual net 

uvlngs. 

• FIPUC has mlalnt.rpreted MCI.auppfted the Prhnry Purpose 

Teat. which wa ct .... ty cMflned by the Commlaalon In Ita 

calculation of project uvlnga. 

capKity deferral by c::ompwing what FPL currently plana to do 

with what would hllve been done In 1982 ebunt UPS purchuea 

from Southern. 

• FIPUC ha suggested that the origln.l Project qualification 

was baaed on FPL'a fuel price projections alone. Thia wu not 

the case. 

21 
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• FIPUC lgnor .. the feet th8t alnce quallflc:MJon ol the FPL 

Project, all cost recovery, Inducting the net uvlngs resulting 

from the Project, has been aubject to .-.gul.- eo.nfnlon 

review. Appllc.tlon of the benefits ol capeclty ct.frral has 

been ac:cepted by the CoiNalnlon, without objection, for ,...ly 

two years. 

For these reasons, I believe that the eo..laalon ahould deny the 

FIPUC PetltJon and continue to appty FPL•s 011 Backout Cost 

Recovery Factor, aubject to regul.- review. 

Q. 0.. this candude yaw --~7 

A. Y• It does. 

• 
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FPL'S 500 kV OIL BACKOUT PROJECT 

LE8EMJ 

- OIL BAaCIJUT ~ 
1100 kY UNEI 

- EXIST'IC aoo w LINES 
.. 1182 
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FPL 011 lulu Ill :: 
lchldulld v ... 6111111 ·~ 1-. 

Preh! C II'*! 

Pflln 1 
Florida portJon of the 
Hetch-Ouv.l 500 KV 11 
Une 

Florida portJon of the 
Hetch·Duval 500 KV 12 
line 

500 KV Md 230 KV 
ll•pr"'V-.ts of Ouvef 
SubsUtJon 

Sec:ond 500/230 KV euto
tnnsf.-- at Duval 
~ 

Mwtln•Polneatt 500 KV 
line 

OuV81•1tlc.-Poinaatt 
500 KV liM 

Ouvet~Polneett 500 KV 
line 

PoinMtt 500/230 KV 
Substation 

500 KV l~•••nts et 
Duval Md Mwtln PIMt 
Substetions 

Rice 500/230 KV 
Substetlon 

"'-! 
Mldway·PolnMtt 500 KV 
line 

500 KV llllprov.-nts et 
end Poln..U Subst8tlons 

April. 1112 April. 1982 

~.1112 August. 1912 

........ 1112 [)ec..,... 1982 

J...-y. ,., Oec:.,... 1112 

A..-.1- June.,. 

Jenuwy. ,. .... tl..-. ,. 

Jenuwy. ,. Nov .... ,. 

.1....-y. 1- .....-.:h. 1"' 

J.....-y. 1- Mwch. 1113 

J8nUir'f. 1M5 r.e.y. 1113 

Jenuery. 1• June. 1• 

Jenuery. 1116 June. 1• 

Doc:ket No. 890148-EI 
FPL WitDc:u: SamuelS. W•ten 
&bibitNo. 
Documeut No. 2 
July 13, 1989 
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AftACIIMIII! II 

FLORIDA POWU t LKiHT COMPANY 
!OO,IcY TrlftllftiUIOft Protect 

Comp&rltive AnalysiS of law Caw versut COII·t)y.fl .rr C•w 
Exi)Kted Savin&' Wt'tthtn Ftrtt Ten Yurt ol Comrnerct.~l Operat.on 

Bawd on FCG Oil Prtee Forec11t 

Touls 
lSOOO! 

Fuel Savinas 

Direct Fuel Savin&• Sl,7U,UO 
F'ore&one Deferred CAp.city Fuel S.v'"cs ?,1)1,12' 
Fuel Related S.vi~ .,l2~UO ) 
~ot~ Fuel S.vift&s a..c•D) $1.1"·" 

Yp!Citx Savini! 

Deferred Cap.city tdrryin& Cons $,,))),016 
CapKity Cost "UPS" ).2()2,97• 
lfheelin& Coat "UPS" j'•·'" Toul Capt.dty S.vift&t (C.H·U SZ JJ,a26 

Tt!!!l!!!lllil!! f!S!tls! Sd!!Y 
Transmistion Profec:t Revenue R.,._rMnts $ ,.,,,, 
Transmiuion Pro)ect OtM '•"2 
Total Transmislion Pro)ect Cons (L•M) S ISO,SI• 

Toal Net a.n.tiu (f• l-H) $2,)96,997 

PreiC."nt How.ard 
Value Doc. No. I 
l$0001 Sourse 

$1,7",1)1 Line E-l 
7.0,617 LiM Y·lf 

l2ll1Ut > LiM F-G-H-1 
$ 792,1•3 

$l,t7•,.ot Line V 
1,)91,710 Line M 

!2~~ $d. 
LineN 

$ )9J,,U LiMO 
2.06. LiMP 

s )f),61l 

s "'·"' 
Line&' 

Docket No. llOU~U 
FPL Wltnnat l.L. Howard 
LAte Filed bhibit No. !!!.1> 
P ... I of I 
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FPL Wimea: SamuelS. Waten 
lidlibit No. _ 
Doc:umcat No. 3 
July 13, 1989 
Paptof2 



I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

=
 ~ !I 111151! 1 Ill!!! 

lilil! I ! 
i!~ !~~;;;••I~! 111•~! 1. !JJII~I i~i5 

1 ~ '12ja ••• jl! I'J!J! 1. !lii!l' JIJ! 
• ~ ~~~~~ ••• ;Js 11:•1! 1. !jl!~l! 11;s 

• ~ S~i~l ••• ll! 11. I! 1. !!Ill~! iii! 

, ~ llajl ••• ll! lli'l! 1. !fill§! li~! 
I ~ 1121~ ••• 11! ISiil! •• 1111~1! ISIS 

J 
., ·~~·•••sua ••ra•a •• 

iiii I 
! 
~ ~::~ita~""tl"" ~i( i"' :) 

.......... j-~i 
i I ~ 

I ~ ~~~~~~51!! ~~~~~! !I 4444444 ~
 

i I 
e ~ JS2i~~!~i! l!!!t! 51 ••••••• .fiii 

~ • 

1 ~ 5~~~!i!il• ~!J"~! II 4444444 !i!! 
~ I 

~~~ !!~i!!~t.s• .._.!'!! ·I ........... ~~~! j I J ~
 

D
ocket N

o. 890148-E
I 

F
P

L
 W

itness: 
S

am
uel S. W

aters 
E

xhibit N
o. 

D
ocum

ent N
o. 3 

Ju
ly 13, 1989 

Paae 2 o
r 2 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

FUIIIM fiCID- LICifT ca•MY 

100 ICY Tr_. .. ,., ,...ject 
Cellperetfw. Mll~f_a Of ... C.. v.r.. CM1-e,_4tre C.. 

f.1!wtlll ltyfMI J.Ua1D flciS liD lao I[ C cJel ftr!tle 

A Fuel Sevinga 

8 Direct Fuel Savinga 
C Foregone Deferred Cepac:tty Fuel Savlnga 
D Fuel Releted Sevinga 

£ Total fuel s.vt,.. (IH:.O) 

F Cepac:lty Savlnga 

C Deferred t.peclty Cerrylng Coati 
H Cepec l ty Coat •UPS• 
I WMellng Coat •UPS• ( INCLUD£0 IN LINE H) 

J Total c.p.ctty swt,.. (G+I) 

K Tren .. laalon Project Coati 

l Tren .. laaton Project Revenue Requlr.-.nta 
M Tren .. luion Project o&M 

N Total Tr ... taafCifl ,..ject C:..ta (UII) 

0 Totel Net Benefita (E+J-N) 
P PriNry Purpoae T"t (8-<:+0-tl) (c:) 

~: 

1, 'lo\0 ,152 
rtt,~n 

• !)93 .121) 

3, .. 9,030 
2,571,102 

117,121 

zto,ot5 
5.659 

215,,. 
1,252. 711 

355,553 

1,010, lSI 
316,125 

(277.2§5) 

1,., 1,129 
1,210,,.1 

,., .. , 
16S,081 

2.120 

117,101 

379,9o\l 
2-1,167 

·~ Source h the etteched pege 2 of 2 of Exhibit SSI!f-\, with ac:t:uel dete through 
Hey, 1989 . 

·~ Diac:ount rete • 11.-\ eech yeer. 

•~ Priaery Purpoae Telt h defined ea fuel .. vinga leaa fuel coati e~tc:eeding 
tren111haion r evenue requir.-.nta over the ten yur analy.h period . 

Docket No. 890148-EJ 

mta'~ 

Line 0-1 
Line T-S 
Line E-F·C·H 

Line It 
Line K 

Llnel 
Line M 

FPL Witnea: Samuel S. Waters 
Exhibit No. _ 
Document No. 4 
July 13, 1989 
Page 1 of 2 
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In re: Petition of the Florida 
Industrial Power Users Group 
to Discontinue Florida Power 
& Light Company's Oil Backout 
Cost Recovery Factor 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Docket Ro. 890148-EI 

CQTIPICATI QP SIRVICB 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 13th day of July, 1989, a 

true and correct copy of Flo r ida Power & Light Company's 

Testimony and Exhibits of S. S. hJ t ers in Docket No. 890148-EI 

was served by hand delivery on the following persons: 

Joseph A. McGlothlin, Esq. 
Lawson, McWhirter, Grandoff 

& Reeves 
522 Bast Park Avenue 
Suite 200 
Tallahassee, PL 32301 

Marsha Rule, Esq. 
Division of Le9al Services 
Florida Public Service eo .. ission 
101 E. Gainea Street 
Tallahassee, PL 32399 

Gail P. Pels 
Assistant County Attorney 
Metro-Dade Center 
111 N.W. First Street 
Suite 2810 
Miami, PL 33128-1993 

Jack Shreve, Esq. 
John Roger Howe, Eaq. 
Office of the Public Counsel 
624 Fuller Warren Building 
202 Bl ount Street 
Tallahassee, PL 32301 
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n..IDA PMil - LICifT CGI.MY 

100 ICY Tr..tMten ,..ject 
c:.perettve ~~~·-• Of ... C... VW.. C.l-e,-wire C... f:wtrf llytw I18Wl nas t.lliD • a eltl eznt• 

A Fuel Savinga 

8 Oi rec:t Fue 1 S.vinga 
C Foregone Deferred Capac:ity fuel S.vfnga 
0 Fuel Related S.vtnga 

E Toul Fuel llyt ... (1<.0) 

F Capacity Savingt 

G Deferred c.p.ctty C.rrytng Coau 
H Capacity Coat -uPS• 
I Wheeling Coat "\115• (INCLUDED IN LINE H) 

J Tot.l C:.,.CttJ llyt ... (CHt-1) 

K Tr~ .. iaaton Project Cotta 

L Tr~ .. taaion Project bwnue llequt~ta 
H Tr~ .. haion Project OM 

If Toul Tr..tuten ,..Jeot t.te (UII) 

o Total Met leneftu (E+.HII) 
P Pd .. ry Purpoae T .. t (&-c+O-..) (c) 

!I.SII: 

,,..,,oJO 
2,571,102 

.,,aa 

2tO,ot5 

'·'" •,m 
1,252,711 

JH,W 

"'-'t!' -
1,010,158 

316,125 
UZ7.215) 

,., .• , 
16S,Ofl1 

2.120 

117,101 

:!' Source h the atuched ,.,. 2 of 2 of uhtbtt ~. •ittl actual .-eta ttlrOUfh 
ftay , 1919. 

~, Oiaeount rete • 11.•' each year • 
.!' Prt .. ry Purpoae Tnt fa defined u fuel uvtnga 1 .. , fwel cotta ea~tnt 

tran .. taaton rewnue requir~ta owr the tan year -.1yth perfN. 

Docket No. 890148-EJ 

1111:11'' 

Une 0·1 
Line T·S 
Line E·F·G-H 

Line II 
Line K 

Line L 
Line" 
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In re: Petition of the Florida 
Industrial Power Users Group 
to Discontinue Florida Power 
& Light Company's Oil Backout 
Cost Recovery Factor 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Docket No. 890148-EI 

CERTIFICATE OI SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on \.he 13th day of July, 1989, a 

true and correct copy of Florida ~ower ' Li9ht Company's 

Te.stimony and Exhibits of S. S. Waters in Docket No. 890148-El 

was served by hand delivery on the followinv persona: 

Joseph A. McGlothlin, Esq. 
Lawson, McWhirter, Grandoff 

& Reeves 
522 East Park Avenue 
Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Marsha Rule , Esq. 
Division of Le9al Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
101 E. Gaines Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Gail P . Fels 
Assistant County Attorney 
Metro-Dade Center 
111 N. W. First Street 
Suite 2810 
Miami, FL 33128-1993 

Jack Shreve, Esq. 
John Roger Howe , Esq. 
Office of the Public Counsel 
624 Fuller Warren Buildin9 
202 Blount Street 
Tallahassee , FL 32301 


