
'Steel Hector &: Davis , __ 

February 3, 1995 

Blanca S. Bayo, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 
Florida Public Service Commission 
101 East Gaines Street 
Tallaha~see, FL 32399 

RE: DOC~T NO. 95006~- : 

Dear !4s . Bayo: 

Enclosed for filing please find an original and iilt .... n 
(151 copies of Florida Power & Light Company's Rebuttal T••stimony 
of Messrs. R. Silva and B.T. Birkett. 
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Very truly yours , 
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Matthew M. Childs, P. A. 
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CBRTIPICATB OP S&RVICE 
DOCKET NO . 950001-ZI 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy ot F' I or icla : "~'-: 

& Light Company 's Rebut t al Testimony of Mess rs. R . . ;i lva .~'1d !'.·:. 
Birkett, have been furnished by Hand Delivery•• or u. s . !·!ail •ht., 

3 rrl rlay of Februa ry. 1995 . to the follo•..,ing : 

Wl rtha Brown , Esq . • • 
Division of Legal Services 
FPSC 
101 East Gaines Street 
Tallahassee. FL 32399 

Joseph A. McGlothlin, Esq . 
J ohn w. t1cWh irter . J r .• Esq . 
Vicki Gordon Kau fman, Esq . 
315 s . Cal houn Street 
Sui te 716 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

G. Edi son Holland , Esq . 
Jeffrey A. Stone . Esq . 
Beggs .:~nd Lane 
P. 0 . Box 12950 
rensacola, FL 32576 

Floyd R. Se!(, Esq . 
Me~se r . Vickers . Caparel l o . 
r~ arl~en , Lewis , Goldman & 

Hetz, P.A. 
P. o . Box 1876 
Tallahassee , FL 12302- 1876 

H1L'I1d ld A. Zambo, P. A. 
~98 S.W. Hidden River Ave . 
Palm City, FL 34990 

r.~t• r .1.r . Ar ick1ie ld, Esq . 
Ottck1ield , Burchette 

& Ritts, P.C. 
102S Thomas Jefferson St .N.W . 
Eighth Floor, West TOWPt 
\•laslunqton, l. . C . 20007 

J ohn Roget !I ,; • l I· 
Office of PuiJI ic counst>l 
111 West Madtson St rPer 
Room 812 
Tallahassee , FL 32399 

Lee L. Willi s , Esq . 
James D. Beasley, Esq . 
Macfar l ane Ausley Pergun~,;11 

& McMullen 
P. 0 . Box 391 
Tallahassee, FL 12302 

James A. McGee, Esq . 
Florida Power Corporation 
P. 0. Box 14042 
St. Petersburg. Fl. 3, 7 1 s 

Prentice P. Pruitt. Esq. ·· 
Legal Serv1ces 
FPSC 
101 East Gainen r.t Jt•o •t 
Tallahassee, FL 3239~ 

Richard J . Salem, Esquin• 
Marian B. Rush. Es(juin> 
Sal em, Saxon & NiPl sen 
101 East Kennedy Blvd . 
Suite 3200 
One Barnett Plaza 
Post Of f ice Box 3399 
Tampa, Florida 33GOI 

Stephen R. Yurek , Equire 
Dahlen, Berg & Co . 
2150 Dain Bosworth Plaza 
60 South Sixth St rel"l N)J •.n 
Minneapol is, MN 55402 

~~g/ 
Matthew M. Chi lds , P.A. 
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IJ.J 
BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSIONf/1.£ " · • 

FLORIDA POWER I LIGHT COMPANY t OpJ' 
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF BARRY T. BIRKETl 

DOCKET NO. 950001·EI 

FEBRUARY 3, 1995 

s .. te your n~~me end buslneu atdNu. 

My name Is Bany T. Blr1<ett and m bualnna address Is 9250 West 

Flagler Sueet, Miami, FlctHa 39114. 

By whom ere your emplOyed and In wt1at «:aJN!City? 

I am employed by Florida Pow81' l Light Company (FPL) as the 

Manager ol Rates and Tartff Administration 

Have you previously ... tlfled In ttlla docket? 

Yes, I have. 

What 11 the purpoM of your MutUal IMtfmony? 

My rebuttal testimony will rebut certall'l portions ollhe direct tesllmony 

ol Steven M. Fletek who was engaged by Florida Steel Corporation 

(Florida St&ef). 
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Speclflc:ally, my tas1lmony wUI demonstrate that: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Florida Steel wttne11 Fletek's conclusion that FPL's proj8C1od 

fuel ct-arge shOuld be reduced does not appropriately consider 

the Fuel Cott Reawety process and procedures. 

Florida Steel wttne11 Fletek'a position that the $2.8 million 

e1Cp80dlture for equipment modification should b8 recovered 

through bale ratH, Ciipltallzed and d&pfeclated over the 

remaining UMfullta of each plant faDs to consider Commission 

Order No. 14548, !uel uvlnga realized by customers. and that 

recovering \he $2.8 million over the alx month fuel cos t 

rocovery period Ia the most economic: alternative. 

Florida Steel wltneu Fletak'a position that FPL'a c:apachy cost 

alloeatlon methodology does not property reflect how tho 

16 purchased powet c:apaclty cotta shol.lld be allocated among 

17 the rate c:tuaet Ia an lnlpptoprtate Issue slooe this matter has 

18 already been decided by the Commission. Additionally. Florida 

19 Steel wu a party In that proceeding and agreed that the 

20 methodology wu appropriate. 

21 

22 fuel C,qat Atcpytrv proetll 

23 

24 

25 

Q. Do w1tne11 fletek'a conclualona regarding the natural gaa 

forec:ut and hla propoaed reduced fuel charge appropriately 
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consider the process and pro*ur.a utll!ud In the Fuel Cost 

Recovery Clause? 

No. Witness Fletek's proposal falls to consider appropriate elements 

necessary In the development of a projected fuel factor. Moreover, he 

appears to Ignore the many other elements that support a fuel charge. 

e.g. other fuels' price$, aales and load forecasts, maintenance 

schedules, etc. The Fuel Cost Racovety process and procedures 

contain adequate safeguards and opportunities 10 ensure customers 

and the companies are protected. When the Fuel Clause was 

established, the Commission rec:ognlzod that actual results would differ 

from projections, espeQally alnce fuel prlcn are volatile. As a result, 

safeguards such as the tiling ol monthly A-Schedules. the 1 O"'o mid· 

course correction guldellnet and the true-up mechanism, where 

variances are routinely handled, were put In place. The Commission 

also recognized that any time an estimate and t.rue·up procedure Is 

utilized, some llmlng differences occur. 

FPL routinely reviews Ita Inputs that were used 10 develop the 

projected fuel charge to determine if there are any changes that 

combined would result In a significant vatfance In fuel costs for the 

porlod. If a change Is warranted at any lime, FPL notifies the 

Comml&!llon. 

3 



1 Egylpmont Modlflcotlgna to Qtntratloq fecllllft• 
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a. 

A. 

Ha• Aortda StMI wttnesa Aetllk con-'der.d Commlulon Order 

No. 14545 In arrtvlng at hla NCOmmendatJon qgardlng FPL'a 

request to racover the coat of certa.ln equipment modifications 

through the fuel cllluse? 

Florida Steel witness Fletek's testimony does r.ot reflect any such 

consideration. I addressed how Order No. 14546 applies to r:PL's 

9 request for recovery of the equipment modification costs In my preflled 

10 testimony In this doct(et. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

a. 

A. 

Haa Aorlde Steel wltneN Fletllk ~reued the reason why FPL 

Is Implementing ~11aln equipment modlfteatlons to aome of Its 

generating taclfltiea? 

No. Mr. Fletek's recommendation falls to reflect the fact that this 

16 projec1 was undertaken to enable FPL to use a less expensive grade 

17 of residual fuel oil at some of lt8 generallng facilities. The projected 

18 fuel savings that wiD be realized by FPL'a customers, Including Florida 

19 Steel, Is approximately $81 .3 mUllan over the next flve years. 

20 Additionally, as of December 1994, $-4.9 million In fuel savings has 

21 already been realized by FPL'a customers, since many of these 

22 equipment modifloatlona have been Implemented and placed In 

23 service. 

24 

25 a. Hu FPL perfonnld an ecoucxnk evaluation of altamattve per1ods for 
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1 1'8COYery? 

2 A. 

3 

Yes. An analysis was pelformed and detarmlned that recovery ol the 

$2.8 million In equipment modlflcallons over the six month period as 

4 compared to recovery OV8f' the years 1995 through 1999 saved FPL's 

5 customers, Including Florida Steel, $157,032 on a net present value 

6 basis, or S9n,526 using nominal clollata, In carrying chargos. This 

7 analysis Is PfOVIded u Rebuttal Document No. 1 (BTB·9) or my 

8 testimony. 

9 

10 Capacttv COlt Alllfa1!go Mth4*,.., lgr Qf!.Sy*m Ctlllcfty PII'Cha!!!d 

11 P!ZWJ!r Cost 

12 

13 a. Ia the tlocatton mtthodcltlgy wed by fPL appoprtate. 

14 A. Yes. The methodology Ia appropriate and was approved by the 

15 Commission. 

16 

17 a. 

18 approved? 

19 A. FPL's capacity cost allocation m81h0dology was approved In Order No. 

20 24840 In Docket No. 910580-EQ (docket specific to FPL) and Order 

21 No. 25n3 In Docket No. 910794-EQ (generic docket). 

22 

23 a. 

24 A .. 

25 

Wu Flor1da SIMI a patty to theM proc:etdlngt? 

Yes. Florida Steel, u a namacl mernbef of the Florida Industrial 

Power User's Group (FIPUG), wu a party to theso proceedings. 

5 



1 FIPUG petitioned the Commlaalon to change the way In which FPL 

2 classified. allocated and pr1eed off .. ystem eapacJty purchased power 

3 costs. Furthermore, FIPUG agreed with FPL's allocation methodology 

4 as demonsttated In their written worttshOp comments filed on 

5 November 20, 1991 In Docket No. 910794-EO which slate that : 

6 

7 ' 'FIPUG concura 1hlt 1hl COlt ot •Nice .uty from 1hl last raiD case 

8 should be 1hl bull for ctrtmg .. dlmand alocatlon tactcn. The 

9 fedora to be l..cf In the p~ ~ry ,..c:tw~ should be 

10 derMid tonn Q.ftlnt loed ....arch dr.a. Fwther, 1hlt loed research 

11 data should be updltld aiWIUIIIy. Fot puJIOMI ol dertvfnsl the 

12 appropnall de,..nd alocatlon tactof'a ~r the reccMtry mechanism, 

13 al rete c:la .. a should be hatld In 1hl..,.. ,..,..r aa1hly -reIn 

14 each utllty'a moat recent bue rata cue." 

15 

16 a. Does the calculation of tile Capacity Payment Clau•e factor• 

17 recognize the dlfferancea ln capacity coat cauaatlon between firm 

18 and Interruptible aarvlcC'I cuatomara? 

19 

20 

21 

22 

A. Yes. First , I assume that Mr. Fletek'a referenoe to "lntern.:ptlble" 

customers Is Intended to refer 1o customers taklng service under FPL's 

Commerclalllnduattlal Load Control Program (CILC). The Capacity 

Payment Recovery Clau&e Factor for Transmission level CILC 

23 customers Is based solely on the charactetlatlca or those ttansmlulon 

24 customers, and therefore, Ia apptOPrial8 In relationship to both non-

25 ttansmlsalon and non·CILC customera. Addltlonalty, consistent with 

6 
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a. 

Order No. 25773 In Docket No. 9107s.-EO, the alloeatlon for each 

rate class Is developed using FPL'a last approved cost of service 

methodology for fossil production plant and Ia updated annually using 

current load factor Information. Thla methodology Ia not. as Mr. Fletek 

states. 12 CP; It Is actually 12 CP and 1/13. WhHo I do not believe It 

Is necessary to discuss the difference In this context. I ciO want to 

prevent any confusion. 

The difference In costs between firm and CILC Is reflected In base 

rates where CILC customers pay a lowe.- rate reflecting the benefit 

which Is realized due to their lnterruptlb!ll:y. No additional benefit 

should be reflected In the CPRC. 

As the Commission found In for Energy Conservation Cost Recovery 

(ECCR) costs In Docket No. 930759-EG, Order PSC·93·1845··FOF· 

EG, Issued on December 29, 1993, If CILC customers were excused 

from paying their share of CPRC costa they would be receiving 

benefits In excess of those which they provide the system through 

their willingness to be Interrupted. Arrt additional Incentive provided 

through the CPRC would result In them being over compensated for 

their lnterruptlbllltY. In other word a, FPL'a other customers would be 

paying more for that lnterruptiblllty than they would receive In benefits. 

Ia Florida Steel wi tness fletak'a tu ue regarding FPL'a capacity 

coat allocation methodology approprteta? 

7 



1 A. No. This Is an ~- luue since this manor has already been 

2 decided by the Commlalon In a proceedlng to which Florida Steel was 

3 an active patty. 

4 

5 Q. Does this concludo your tesUmony? 

6 A. Yes. 
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