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1 P R 0 C E E D I N G 8 

COKMXSSIO~ER DEASON : Cull the hearing back 

3 Lo order. Commissioner Carci~ is on his way, will be 

4 hore any moment, so we'll go ahead und qtart with the 

5 prel iminaries . 

6 HR . BEASLEY: Recall Mr. Ramil for his 

7 rebuttal t estimony. 

8 - - -

~ JOHN B. RAMIL 

10 was called a~ a r~buttal witness on behalf ol Tampa 

11 Electric Company and , having been duly :1wo1·n, 

l2 testified a s followo: 

13 DIRECT EXAHIN~TION 

1•1 BY MR. BEASLEY: 

15 Q Mr. Ram i1, did you prepare .mtl c<:~u:;c to be 

16 filed a lJ-page document entitled "Proparud Rebuttal 

17 Testimony of John D. Ramll''? 

18 Yes, 1 did. 

19 Q If I were to ask you tho qucstiono contained 

20 in that rebuttal tcsticony, would youz .tnt>Worr. be the 

21 same? 

22 Yes, they would. 

23 HR. BEASLEY: I'd ask that Mr. H.tmil's 

24 rebuttal tostJmony b~ Inserted into tho r~cord an 

25 though read. 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



1 COMMISSIONER D&ABON: Without objection it 

2 will be so inserted. 
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TAMPA ELECTRI C COMPANY 
DOC~ET NO. 960001- EI 
SUDHI TTED FOR PILING 7 / 26 / 96 

3 4? 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICB COMMISSI ON 

PREPARED REBUTTAL TESTIXONY 

0 1' 

JOHN B. RAHIL 

Please state your name, address, occupation and employer. 

My nama is John 8. Ramil . My business address is 702 Nort.h 

Fra nklin Street, Tampa, Florida 33602. I am employed by 

Tampa Electric Company i n tho position o! Vice President -

Energy Services and Planning . 

Have you previously filed tescimony i n this docket? 

Yes. I filed direct testimony in this docket on June 24, 

1996. 

What is the purpose of yo~r rebuttal testimony? 

My togtimony rebuts certain positions and stutcments made 

in tho direct testimony of Hr. Hugh Larkin, Jr. for the 

Office o! Public Counsel ("OPC"). 

Mr. Larkin recommends that the Commission issue a policy 

statement that would be not only unnecessary but also 
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wrong . His recommendation that i ncremental fuel pricing is 

not appropriate sales other than "economy- transactions and 

other short.-term transactions is based on an irrational 

distinction between short-term and long- term off- system 

sales . This approach would deny retail customers the 

overall benefits that can be derived from longer term 

transactions. I describe how Mr. Larkin ' s recommendation 

incorrectly isolates tho consideration of longer term off­

system sales transactions in the context of the fuel clause 

alone and ignores the total economic benefits those 

transactions provide . I take issue with Mr . Larkin • s 

contention t .hat competition is the ~ reason incremental 

fuel pricing might be used in pricing of!-system sales. 

Finally, I show Tampa Electric ' s r atepayers are receiving 

benefits today from &eparated sales priced at incramental 

fuel prices through lower base rates and i ncreased deferred 

revenues. 

Is it necessary for the Commission to issue a policy 

regarding the effect of certain wholesale sales on retail 

fuel cost recovery for •rampa Electric company? 

No. In the fuel hearing hold in August of 1987, the 

Commission reviewed and approved the use of spot coal 

prices for fuel pricing of oft-system sales. In the final 

2 
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order from that fuel hearing, Order No. 18136 for Docket 

Nos. 870001-EI, 870002-EI and 870003- EI, the Commission 

recognized the appropriateness of spot coal as the pri~e 

basis for economic dispatch of units and as tho price basis 

for avoided cost payments to cogenerators for both Florida 

Power Corporation (FPC) and Tampa Electric. Additionally, 

the ~ommission approved the concept of spot coal pricing 

for both short-term off-system sales and for the remaining 

term of the unit sale to Florida Power & Light from Big 

Bend Unit 4. The considerations which warranted the 

Commission ' s approval of the use of incremental fuel 

pricing of unit power sales in the 1987 proc~eding remdin 

valid today. Tampa Electric has made new sales priced on 

this basis ever since and has credited tho retail fuel 

clause accordingly in each biannual fuel hear1ng. These 

practices were thoroughly reviewed in connection with all 

of Tampa Electric's off-system sales transactions in Tampa 

Electric's 1992 rate cas~. At that time, the Commission 

did not change the fuel pricing and treatment of long-term 

sales. 

Do you agree with Mr. Lark i n's assertions regarding the 

type of sales for whi ch incremental pricing is appropriate? 

Yes, in part and no, in part . I agree with Hr. Larkin's 
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assertion thet incremental fuel pricing is appropriate tor 

·economy" and other short- term transactions. As Hr. Larkin 

recognizes , ratepayers of both the selling ut ility and the 

purchasing utility realize benefits through tho sharing of 

resources. However, Mr. Larkin has created an artificial 

distinction between the sale of electricity on a short-term 

or daily basis and longer term oft-system sales which are 

separated for rate making purposes. Longer term off-system 

sales are also beneficial to tho system. Thorotor6, no 

artificial limitation should be adopted as policy which 

would hinder the us~ of incremental fuel pricing for one 

type of beneficial transaction, (i.e. long-term off-system 

sales), but not for another. 

Mr. Larkin states that a longer term off-system s~le cannot 

be an economy transaction. Do you agree with his 

assertion? 

No, I do not . On page 5, line 6 through 8, Mr. Larkin has 

adc.led qualifiers to tho concept of ·economy tronsaction· 

which are erroneous and irr~lovant. The term of an off­

syste~ sale or capacity and energy is irrelevant os long as 

that transaction provides an economic benefit over that 

term. Further, economy broker transactions often occur 

during on-peak hours so, cloorly, Mr. Larkin'• qualifier 

4 
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that economy transactions can occur only during off-peak 

hours is in error. All off-syoteo sales should bo judge~ 

on their total economic benefits which are dependent on 

system economi.co and tho specifics of each transaction. A 

policy which would arbitrarily require different fuel 

pricing and treatment of off-system transactions based on 

the term of the contract or Hr. Larkin ' d other qualifiers 

would be wrong and could result in loss of potential 

benefits provided by lonqer term transactions. 

Is it appropriate for Hr. Larkin to characterize the sale 

of capacity and energy from a unit at a ruel price below 

average fuel cost as a "subsidized" sale? 

No, it is not. Mr. Larkin has made several orr~rs in his 

characterization. Firat, he implicitly assumns that 

pricing fuel based on average cost guarantees that there 

will not be an adverse e£tect on tho retail fuel adjustment 

clause. Every customer's transaction, whether retail or 

wholesale, a!tects tho fuel adjustment clause di!!orontly 

based on their usage character istica compared with the 

system generation curve. For example, 

MW ' a from Tampa Electric on Tampa 

Requirements ("AR-1 ") wholesale tariff. 

FPC pt•rchasos 50 

Electric's All­

The tuel pricing 

and fuel clause separation for this AR-1 sale ia based on 

5 
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1 system average fuel costs. However , since FPC uses this 

2 purchase as an intermediate purchased power resource, it 

3 takes energy primarily at times on, or near, Tampa 

4 Electric ' s system peak. Since incremental fuel costs at 

5 these times are generally greater than the system average 

6 fuel revenues collected from Florida Power Corporation, 

7 this sale would be considered ·subsidized" or "non economic" 

8 by Hr. Larkin . Mr. Larkin ' s concerns are with long-tero 

9 sales priced at loss than average fuel costs. Hero is an 

10 example where a sale is priced at system average but by Mr. 

11 Larkin ' s fuel clause only criteria, this sale io non-

12 economic. The point is that Tampa Electric follows the 

13 correct methodology for all of its sales. Credits to the 

14 fuel clause should be accounted for on a consistent basis 

15 and should reflect only the actual fuel revenues received 

16 from off-system sales. 

17 

18 This leads to the s<:cond error in Mr. Larkin's 

19 characterization which involves measuring the value of an 

20 off-system sale based ~ its impact on the fuel cla~.:se. 

21 Continuing with the FPC eJ.amplo above, Tampa Electric 

22 receives oignificant capacity and non-fuel energy revenues 

23 from the sale of system capacity under the AR-1 tariff. 

24 These additional revenues, taken into consideration along 

25 with the impact of the sale on system average fuel cost, 

6 
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make the transact!on beneficial to retail ratepayers and 

Tampa Electric's system as a whole. In fact, Tampa 

Electric' o retail customers aro currently enjoying tho 

benefits of tho FPC sale through lowoY base rates bocausu 

that sale was par1: of the separation of rate base and 

expenses to the wholesale jurisdiction that reduced retail 

revenu& requirements in Tampa Electric's last base rate 

case in 1992. 

Mr. Larkin asserts that the presence of competition drives 

the need for incremental fuel pricing in off-systom sales 

ot capacity and energy. Do you agree? 

Yes, in part. Undoubtedly, compoti tion is shaping the 

wholesale power market. Howevor, Hr. Larkin ' o scenario of 

two local utilities competing to sorvo a third utility is 

outdated. There are many more competitors in the wholesale 

market today and they are aggressively marketing power to 

utilities in Florida, frequently basing their pricing on 

incremental tuel costs. 

Nevertheless, where I particularly disagree with Hr. Larkin 

is his aosertion that ~ competition drives tho need for 

incremental fuel cost pricing. For instance, just as tho 

commission approved spot coal pricing tor economic dispatch 

7 
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of Tampa Electric's generation resources in 1987, 

purchasing utilities can require spot coal pricing to 

increase the dispatchability of their purchased capacity 

resources . Additionally, many purchasing utilities are 

willing to assume greater risk by purchasing energy based 

on spot coal prices on the prospect that it spot coal 

prices stay low, the sale will dispatch more. Should coal 

markets change and spot prices exceed the average price of 

coal, such wholesale customers risk having to pay fuel 

prices above average. This fuel revenue would then be 

credited co the retail fuel adjustment clause and thereby 

lower the retail average fuel cost. I doubt OPC or Hr. 

Larkin would recommend that everage fuel cost be credited 

back to the retail fuel adjustment clause in this scenario. 

Hr. Larkin questions the designation of a wholesale 

customer as an incremental transaction. 

thoughts regarding his p~sition? 

What are your 

Hr . Larkin states that the designation of a new customer as 

an incremental customer is not justified from an economic 

standpoint . This is incorrect in tho case of off-system 

oalos. Providing capacity and energy to wholesale 

customers, in contrast to retail customers, is not a legal 

obligation of Tampa Electric. 

8 

Whether or not wholesale 
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~ransactions should be ruade depc~do upon on whether or no~ 

the overall effect is bone! icial. Therefore, the 

designation as incremental is appropria~e. 

As a increment~! customer, the use of spot coal pricing for 

tho determination of incremental costs is appropriate. 

Tampa Electric purchases loss coal undor long-term contract 

minimums ~han is required by the generation needs of its 

retail customers alone. To the extent that Tampa Electric 

elects to serve one of those discretionary wholesale 

customers from a coal-tired unit:, the appropriate fuel 

pricing !or ~hat sale is spot co~l. This appropriately 

represents tho incremental costs of making the sale and 

doeo not represent a price •concession· as Mr. Larkin states 

in his testimony. 

Hr. Larkin disagrees with your testimony that retail 

ratepayers benefit !rom wholesale s~les through the 

contribution to fixed costs. Please describe why Mr. 

Larkin •o disagroomont with your testimony iA incorrect. 

It is indisputable that Tampa Electric's ratepayers are 

cyrreeJtly enjoying the benefits of Temp~ Electric's 

participation in tho wholesale bulk power market. For 

example, the jurisdictional revenue requirement used to set 

9 
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Tampa Electric ' s retail base rates is approximately $9.0 

million lower than it otherwise wculd have boon if rate 

base tond expenses were not separated !rom the retail 

jurisdiction to retlect transactions with incremental fuel 

pricing. Comparing this $S.O nillion dollar annual revenue 

requirement reduction to the estimated $1.1 million fuel 

clause impact in 19~5 clearly shows that ret~il ratepayers 

are curr ently enjoying the positive benotits or this typo 

of transaction year atter year. In fact, reta1l ratepayers 

are enjoying approximately eight times as much positive 

bcnotit as they are absorbing negative Cuel impact. 

While it is true that rot~il rates do not change 

instantanooualy with the addition, or loss or ~ separated 

sale, these sales nevertheless should not be discouraged 

through an arbitrary regulatory treatmer•':. as proposed by 

Mr. Larkin. Each of these sales contributes revenues to 

cover fixed costs which would otherwise be placed on retail 

customers. 

In addition, as I stated in my direct testimony in this 

proceeding, Tampa Electric io currently operating cnder a 

regulatory treatment where tho benefits to our customers 

!rom incremental off-system oalos are even more immediate 

and direct than is normally the case. First, tho 

10 
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separation or rate base and expenses for surveillance 

report purposes is adjusted Qonthly according to the 

current laval or actual HW and HWH of separated sales 

compared to tho level included in the last projected test 

year under which current base rates were set. Thus, when 

an additional aal.a is made, additional rate base and 

expenses ar~ carved out of the retail jurisdiction raising 

tho reported return on equity. Next, owing to the deferred 

revenue plan that the company, tho Office of Public Counoel 

and the Florida Industrial Power Users Group agreed to, and 

which the Commission approved first tor 1995 and then for 

the period 1996 - 1998, this increased return on equity 

results in increased deferred revenues and potential 

refunds. 

Is Mr. Larkin correct that the contribution to fixed c~st 

derived from separated ott-system sales flows directly to 

shareholders? 

No, he is not. Beyond th~ impact on return on equity, 

Tampa Electric's currant dolorrod rovonuo plana for tile 

years 1995 and 1996 through 1998 are providing timely 

benefits to tho retail ratepayors. For example, Tampa 

Electric deferred approximately $50 million in revenue from 

1995 based on tho deferred revenue plan approved on May 20, 

11 
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1995. Had Tampa Electric ' s rate base and expenses 

associated with all separated wholesale sales not been 

separated in 1g95, those deferred revenues would have been 

reduced by approximately $29 million. 

Do you agree with Mr. Larkin that all utilities will adopt 

the procedure of pricing off-system sales at incremental 

fuel costs? 

No, I do not agree. First, Tampa Electric received 

approval for incremental fuel cost pricing of unit sales in 

the 1987 fuel hearing. This approval may not apply to 

13 other utilities. 

14 Second, the economics of other utilities may not make this 

15 option beneficial. I believe there are differen~es between 

16 Tampa Electric ' s generation resources and those of the 

17 other utilities in the state. Because of these 

18 differences, the other utilities may not be able to price 

19 fuel at their incremental cost and be able to mak~ sales 

20 which arc both attractive in the market pl~cc and 

<!1 beneficial to their retail customers . 'l'herefore, it ls 

22 possible that other utilities in tho state may not be in 

23 the position to make off-system sales proposals similar to 

24 those offered by Tampa Electric. 

25 

12 
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What should be tho Commission's expectation with respect to 

such sales by other utilities? 

To the extent inc~emental fuel cost p~icing can be used by 

other utilities to make oft-system sales that might not 

otherwise be maoe and such sales are beneficial to the 

7 retail customers, they should be encourdged to make this 

8 type of transaction. By maximizing the use and tho 

9 efficiency of generation resources, these companies and 

10 their ratepayers will benefit in the end. There is no 

11 rational reason tor tho Commission to issue a policy which 

12 will discourage utilities from executing oft-system sales 

13 agreements that provide total economic benefits to their 

14 customers and their system. Such a policy would not only 

15 harm tho selling udlity's retail customers, b\•t it would 

16 also disadvantage tho purchasing utility's customers since 

17 they would be denied the benefits of an economic purchase. 

18 

19 Q. 

20 

21 A. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Doos this conclude your testimony? 

Yos it does. 

13 
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1 (By Mr. Beasle,y) Would you please 

2 summarise your rebuttal testimony, Mr. Rdmil? 

3 Good afternoon , Commissioners. In the 

4 effort of being brief let me make a few points in the 

5 summary of my testimony. 

6 The bottom line of my rebuttal testimony in 

7 response to Mr. Larkin is that the rates today reflect 

8 significant nonfuel benefits associated wit~ the 1992 

9 rate case, and the sales that were made at that time 

10 and our current portfolio of sales, which use 

11 i ncremental fuel cost pricing. Any other scenarios 

12 created or "wha t ifs" created are purely specula tion. 

13 The existing procedures that are in place 

14 for prudency that parties participate before this 

15 Commission are adequate to address issues with respect 

16 to increased fuel cost to customers . 

17 I ' m still in my rebuttal testimony mysti1ied 

18 by Mr. Larkin ' s insistence in not recognizing total 

19 economic benefits . And it ' s be~ome clear that t he 

20 that the reason for this is an unreal model of the 

21 wholesale environment, and the aauumption that it ia a 

22 "t.tility must serve- customer must buy" market . It is 

23 not. These wholesale sales by utilities today arc 

24 discretionary, and you need to look at them from the 

25 standpoint of net benefits to c ustomers. 

FLORID~ PUBLIC SERVICE CO~~ISSION 
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To make ptopositlons that would suggest that 

the company absorb costs in making th~sa discretionary 

sales, it ' s not an incenti~e to pursue those coats for 

the benefit of the retail customers, as has boon 

demonstrated by tho displays I had up earlier which 

showed benefits to Tampa Electric's curtomcr5. 

With all of these things in mind and the 

other things p~intod out in my rebuttal testimony, I 

urge you, Commissioners, to reject any new propo~als; 

that you develop a policy that would require more of ~ 

characterization as to whether wholesale s ales are 

good, bad or need to be reviewed than what you have 

been using up to this point, and that is a total 

14 economics net bon~fit test. And Lhat you uJe the 

15 existing forums that you have for examining any issues 

16 that come up with respect to those sales. Thank yo~. 

17 MR. BEASLEY: we submit Mr. Rnmil Cor cross 

18 examination. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Mr. Stone. 

MR . STONE: No questions. 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Mr. McGee. 

MR. HoG££: No questions. 

COMMISSIONER DEASON : Mr. llowc. 

MR . HOWE: No questions. 

MS. KAUFMAN : No questions. 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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COMMISSIONER DEASON : Staff. 

MS. JOHNSON: No questions. 

COMMISSIONER DEASON : I assume that's no 

4 redirect. Thank you, Mr. Ramil . That concludes all 

5 witnesses on Issue 9. 

6 It is the Commission's intent not to take up 

7 Issue 9 with a bench decision today. There are no 

8 fallout issues which are contingent upon this issue. 

9 Therefore, it's not necessary to have a bench decision 

10 today. 

11 We contemplate Staff filing a 

12 recommendation . Perhaps it will be done in 

13 conjunc~ion with some future agenda con!erence but 

14 that can be all worked out . 

15 We can now proceed to the Florida Power and 

16 Light issues. Mr. Childs. 

17 COMH.I SSIONBR G.MCIT\: Commissioner, I would 

18 assume that's with the intention of the companies 

19 filing briefs and the whole --

20 COMMISSI ONER DEASON: We had not 

21 ccntemplated filing briefs, but if you desire briefs 

22 and if Staff thinks it would be helpful, it'a 

23 certainly something we can contemplate. 

24 COMMISSIONER GARCIA: I c artainly would on 

25 this issue. Tf Staff has a problem with it I ' d like 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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1 to hear it, bu t --

2 MS . JOHNSON: We are i ncl ined to agree . 

3 COMMISSIONER GJ\RCtA : Thank you. 

4 COMMISSIONER DEASON : Very well. Staff just 

5 get with t he Prehear3ng Officer and we • 11 set out a 

6 procedural schedu ... e and we'll gi ve notice to all the 

7 parties as to When the briefs arc due. I understand 

a there is no time constraint or urgency to have this 

9 issue decided within a specified period of time. Is 

10 t hat correct? 

11 

12 

MS. JOHNSON: That ' s correct . 

MR . STONE: Commissioner Deason, if I may, I 

13 have no further invol vement i n this proceedln9. I was 

14 here for Issue 9 . May I be excused? 

15 COMMISSIONER DEASON: You certainly may . 

16 You, too, Mr. McGee, and anyone else that wants to be 

17 excused . 

18 

19 

MR. BEASLEY: We would like to as well. 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Mr. Childs, you have 

20 been waiting all this time and now everybody is 

21 leaving. 

MR. CHILDS: I know. They are not very 

23 friendly, are they? 

24 Commissioner, we're moving to Issue 11a a nd 

25 I ' d like to call Mr. Wade to the stand. 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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1 COMMISSIONER DEASON: lias Mr . Hade been 

2 sworn? 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

HR. CHILDS : He has. 

ROBBRT L. WADE 

was called as a witness on behalf of Florida Power & 

Light Company a nd, having been duly sworn, testified 

as follows : 

DIRECT EXAHJNATION 

BY MR. CHILDS : 

)66 

10 

11 Q Mr. 'Wade, woul d you state your Lull name and 

12 address, pluase? 

13 A My name is Robert L. Wade. My business 

1 4 address is "/00 Universe Boulevard, Juno Beach, Floridn 

15 33408 . 

16 Q By whom are you employed and in wha~ 

17 capacity? 

18 A I'm employed by Florida Power and Light 

19 Company as Director of Business service also within 

20 the Nuclear Business Unit. 

21 Q Do you have before you a document entitled 

22 "Supplemental Testimony of R.L. WP.de, Dockot 960001-EI 

23 dated .July 26th, 1996"? 

24 A Yes, I do. 

25 Q Was that prepared by you ns your tootimony 
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1 for this proceeding? 

2 

3 

A 

Q 

Yes, it was . 

Do you have any ch~nges or corrections to 

4 make to it? 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Q 

J\ 

Q 

No, 1 do not . 

Do you adopt this as your testimony? 

Yes, I do. 

Do you have any changes or corrections to 

9 make to the doco~ents that you are sponsoring in this 

10 proceeding? 

1 1 ~ No , I do not . 

12 KR. CHILDS: Commissioner, r would ask that 

13 the prepared supplement al testimony of Mr . \vade be 

14 insertcc into the record as though road. 

lS COMMISSIONER DB~O~ : Without objection, it 

16 will be so i nserted. 

17 MR. CHILDSl I believe that the documents h~ 

18 is sponsoring have been identified as Exhibits 12 and 

19 13 . 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

COMMISSIONER D~SON : That is correct . 

7LORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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Q Please state your name and addreS). 

2 A. 

3 

.j 

5 Q. 

6 A. 

7 

8 

9 Q. 

10 A . 

I I 

12 

13 

14 

Q. 

A. 

My name is Robert L. Wade. My business nddre.s' is 700 Univer~ 

Boulevard. Juno Bench. Floridn 33408 

By whom are )OU employed and what b )Our position? 

lam employed by Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) ~ Director. 

Business Services in the l\uclear Business Unit. 

Han you prevlousl}' pro\·lded testimony In Docket No. 960001-EI? 

Yes. 

What is the purpose of your l'upplemental tes timony? 

The purpose of my testimony is to discuss outages at St. Lucie Units 

I and 2 during the period September 1994 through September 19Q5. 

1 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

I II 

I 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
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Q. halt you prepared or caused to be prepared under your 

supervision , direction and control an Exhibit In this proceeding? 

A. Yes. I have. It Is lllbelled Document No. I. 

Q. Were the ouLBges at St. Lucle Units I and 2 during the period 

September 1994 through September 1995 an Issue during the 

February 1996 f uel proceeding? 

A Yes. The issue: "Should FPL recover replacement energy coSts 

resulting from outngl's nt the St. Lucie Plant dunng !he period 

September 1994 through September 1995". was raised by the 

Commission Staff during the February J 996 Fuel proceed mg. The 

issue was deferred from the February 1996 hearing to allow time for 

additional discovery. 

Q. H as FPL filed an) dl5covery responses '"llh the Com mlsslo.; 

coocerolog tbls Issue? 

A. Yes. On November 3. 1995, FPL tiled responses to Staffs Third Set 

of Interrogatories which I co-sponsored with Mr. Silva. The~ 

interrogatory responses provide a detailed description of the incidents 

which occurred from September 1994 through September 1995 at the 

St. Lucie pl3.11t that affected the ope rat ion of the unh~ and the 

2 



I 
j 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 .. 
10 

II 

I:! 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

::!0 

21 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 
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corrective actions lllken b)· FPL. 

Has FPL updated these discover) response~'! 

Yes. Recently the Commission Staff as.ked nddiltonal queStions and 

requeSted u pdntes on the interrogatory response~ Aunched as my 

Document No. I 1.\ FPL·s revised response to lmerrognt(lry No. 21. 

wltich provides a detailed description of the tncident.\ whtch occurred 

from September 1994 through September 1995 at the St Lucte plant 

thnt affeCted the operation of the unitS and th" corrective acttons taken 

by FPL. 

In your res ponse to Interrogator) No.2!, page 6 of 18,the offiine 

hours for July 10, 1995 are noted as 29.45 and In response to 

lnterro)lator) No. 19, Page 7. 34.2 ofulnf' hours are noted for July 

10, 1995. \\' h> I~ there a dlfferentt'? 

The ofmne hours originally reported in respnn~ 111 lnterroglUOr)' No. 

21 excluded norrnaJ plant stan up hour~. lmrrwgotor) No. 21 hns 

been revised to reflect the total offline hours by event. 

Should FP l. br allowed to recovu th e replacement fuel cost 

J 



., 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

l 10 

I I 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

A. 

3 7 1 

as~oclated with the outages at the St. Lucie Plant? 

Yes. FPL believes its acttions regarding the outage\ at the St. Lucie 

Plant were reasonable and prudent and, therefore, FPL should recover 

all replacement ·energy costS. FPL followed proven management 

practices and operating procedures, and exercised reason:\ble diligence 

in operating the plant. The St. Lucie nuclear units were taken off line 

on AuguSt 1. 1995 due tct Hurricane Erin. After the threat of the 

Hurricane passed. FPL began the normal process of performing 

various inspectioru before returning both units to service Unit 2 w3.!! 

successfully returned w service on August 5. I Cl\15 During the 

inspecuons of Unit I prior to bringing the umt w full f>tlWer. FPL 

observed problems with equipment and procedure:' which required 

correction prior to returning the unit to sen•ice. Tht' tdentttication of 

problems prior to bringing the unit ba~k into sen•ict> '' pan of FPL's 

normal operating procedure and is. in fact. a pruc.knt means of 

correcting problems before equipment fail~. pos:.tbl) r~:,uhtng tn even 

greater downtime. 

FPL's nuclear management m3de an extensive revie" of the e'em.s 

that affected the operation of the St. Lucie Plant and. where 

appropriate, took corrective actions to address any operational 
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problems •dentified Th~ corrective actions tncluded expanded 

personnel tntining and procedure enhancement' w addr~ 

unanticipated event~. The re,·iew of the event\ and the correCIJ\e 

nct!on~ nrc: provided 111 detail 10 my Document Nu I. pages 3 through 

I 8. 

When rc: v•c:"' mg the incidents that nffecttd the ope•auon of the St 

Lucie Plant durinF a three month time period (Jul) Augu" and 

September 1995). it IS also 1mportant to re' 1e"' hc'v. FPL\ nuc1eM 

units have ~rfonned over the years ond how theu performance: 

compnres 10 the industry Since: 1991. all f<•ur FPL'~ nuclear umL., 

have consistently performed abQve the nucleor industr) a\erage for 

forced (unplanned) outages. For example. while the industr) 3\'eragc: 

for forced outage~ 10 1994 was approximately 10.6CK. FPL's nuclear 

units had forced outage rates of less than 4Ck in 1994. The industr) 

avemge for forced outages in 1995 IS not yet n"ru1ub!e. FPL'~ 1995 

averuge nuclear forced outage nue was 6.6CJ. Other SJgnif1cunt gllinor; 

in nuclear unll avu.llt~biUty were achie,·ed through the reduwon 10 the: 

length of planned outages. Between 1992 ond 1994 the: average 

number of d11y:. off hne for planned outage~ at FPL'~ nucle.tr sites has 

decren.~d from more: than 63 days to less than 44 day' In contrast. 

5 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

Q. 

A. 

373 

the Mclear indu.my average for plo.nned outages wa..s approllimately 

65 days in 1992 o.nd 56 days in 1994. This performo.nce has provided 

substo.ntial saving~ to our customers in reduced fuel costs. Therefore. 

FPL belie\•es It would be patently unfa.ir to focus on eventS occurring 

during a small subperiod w determine allowance of fuel replacement 

cost recovery. 

Does th is conclude your supplementa l t es tim ony? 

Yes. it does. 

6 
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1 Q (By Mr . Childs) Would you please summarize 

2 your testimony? 

3 A Yes, very briefly. 

41 The purpcse of my testimony here today is to 

5 provide insight to this Commission on the outages of 

6 his st. Lucie Units l and 2 during the period 

7 September 1994 through September 1995. 

8 In addressing these outages I've included my 

9 Document 1, including revised Interrogatory N0. 21, 

10 which provides details as to the cauce o( the outages 

11 and FPL's actions. These details show that FPL acted 

12 appropriately and within the framework of procedures 

13 that had proven effective in over 20 years of 

14 st. Lucie operationo as an industry leader. The 

15 replacement power costs were not due to imprudent 

16 actions by FPL. 

17 Does that conclude your summary? 

18 A Yes, it does. 

19 MR. CHILDS : We tender Mr. WadP for cross 

20 examination. 

21 COMMISSIONER DEASON: Mr. Ho....,c. 

22 MR. BOWB: No questions. 

COMMISSIONER DEASON! Ms. Kaufman. 

24 MS. KAUFMAN: No questions. 

25 COMMISSIONER DEASON: Sta(!. 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



1 CROSS EXAMINATION 

2 BY MS. JOHNSON: 

3 Q Good afternoon, Mr. Wade. Can you plcnse 

4 turn t o your Document 1 , which is Exhibit RLW- 2, 

5 Page 1 of 18. 

6 A 1 of 18. 

7 

8 

9 

Q 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

Okay . I ' m there . 

You state that PPL should recover all 

10 replacement energy costs relating to the outages which 

11 are listed on Pages 1 and 2 of th is document because 

12 its actions were reasona ble and prudent, correct? 

13 

1 4 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

Also at Page 4 of your testimony you state 

15 that Florida Power and Light's nucleat management made 

16 extensive review of the events that a ffected the 

17 operation of St. Lucie, and whoto appropr iate , took 

18 corrective actions to address any operational problems 

19 identified . 

20 

21 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

And those corrective actions included 

22 expanded personnel training and procedure enhancement 

23 to address unanticipated events, correct? 

24 A Yes. Wo go through a continuous 

25 self-assessment process that at any time we have an 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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1 event, as we have from the tioe of initial 

2 construction, to determine what is tho roacon for 

3 those events and sec if we can provide opportunities 

4 for improvement. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Q Wasn't a concern also raiocd concerning 

contractor oversight? 

A Yes. 

Q Does Florida Power and Light have a~y 

9 procedures and policies concerning who should perform 

10 root cause analysis, what format is to be used, 

11 q~alifications and training required and Lhe 

12 qualifications and training required if an equipment 

13 problem has been identified? 

14 Yes, we do have a number of procedures in 

15 those areas. Some oC them arc departmental specific; 

16 some of them are at a higher level and cover the whole 

17 division, but we do have a number of procedures in 

18 place for that, and we have ongoing training of our 

19 employees 1n those areas. 

20 Q Is one of those programs the St. Lucie 

21 Action Report, which is called "Star Program"? 

22 A The St. Lucio Action Report Program of what 

23 you referred to is one component of that at the time 

24 under review hare. That component iL no longer in 

25 existence. 

PLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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1 I 'd like for you to turn to Page 12 o f 18 of 

2 the same Document 1. 

J 

4 

A Okay. 

And this page addresses the event that's 

5 described as pressurizer code safety valve flange 

6 leakage, correct? 

7 A Yes. 

8 Q The leakage of this valve was described 

9 the cause of the outage on September 11, 1995, 

10 correct? 

11 A Yes. 

12 Q Had any leakage been identified ncar or 

13 around this valve prior to September 11, 1995? 

as 

14 A I think the leakage was identified a couple 

15 days earlier. And the work associated with that point 

16 of time up to here was actually covered by the 

17 preceding event, which is idehtified on Page 11. 

18 These events in some cases if I can just 

19 make clarification -- overlapped, so that when I'm 

20 describing a period of tim~ for the first event, I may 

21 have started work on the next event. 

22 So that I'm following you, you said that the 

23 problems wore identified a couplo of days later? 

24 A A couple of days before, I b~lieve, is what 

25 I said. 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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1 Before. Excuse me. Is that the time frame 

2 of September the 1st that you're referring to? 

3 

4 

A 

Q 

Yes, around that time frame . 

Had any problems with the pressurizer safoty 

5 valve been noticed prior to September 1, 1995? 

6 A Well, these particular valves routinely 

7 undergo maintenance ~Yring refueling outages . In 

8 fact, we go through each outage and remove the valves 

9 and do work to bring them back up to standard. We've 

10 had gasket leaks in the past Gaskets leaks are not 

11 an abnormal occurence, and we have had to deal with 

12 gasket leaks . 

lJ So i n answer to your question, this is a 

14 routine maintenance type item for us. 

15 Q Are you familiar with a report that was done 

16 by the NRC, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, regarding 

17 the outages at St. Lucie? 

A There were a couple of reports. If you're 

19 referring to the one that was submitted as one of the 

20 documents, yes, I am familiar with it . 

~1 Q And in that report it indicated that 

22 prob'ems with the pressurizer safety valve wurc 

23 noticed on Aug~st 3rd, 1995; is that correct? Or 

21. would you commen~? 

25 I do not recollect that particular sentence. 
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1 I'd have to look tor it . 

2 MR. CBlLDs : Could we have, if you have it, 

3 a r~ference to where that is? 

4 MS . JOHNSON : '{es. I '11 refer you to 

5 Page 17 of 49, and this is Staff ' s Second Request for 

6 Production of Documents No. 5 . 

7 WITNESS WADE: Okay. I ' m there. 

8 Q 

MS . JOHNSON: The fifth paragraph. 9 

10 A Let me tel l you what I sec here and you tell 

11 me if I 'm reading it wrong. I 'm reading now from the 

12 !ifth paragraph, the first sentence. It says "The 

L3 unit again attempted a restart during the wee~ of 

~4 September lOth." And then it goes on to describe the 

15 leakage that we were talking about in the earlier 

~6 event . So I see a date here o! September lOth. 

17 Q If you will continue reading on towards the 

18 end of the paragraph? 

Okay. 

379 

~9 

20 

A 

A It doec say here that this deficiency -- I'm 

21 not sure what exactly they are referring to -- had 

22 been identif~ed on August 3rd. 

23 Q So is it your testimony that you're not sure 

24 if this deficiency is related to the valve in 

25 question? 
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1 It's not that I'm not sure it's rolntod to 

2 the valve in question, it's that I'm not sure it's the 

3 same exact leak that I described on September 11th 

4 where we ~ctually wont in to work. It'D not clear to 

5 me what they meant here by "deficiency", although they 

6 are talking about tho same valve. 1 can only surmise 

7 that it was associated in some way with that valve. 

8 Well, it indicates there was an ev~luation 

9 done by the Company. Aro you familiar with that 

10 evaluation? 

11 No, I am not. 

12 Q Has anyone -- does anyone who hns filed 

13 testimony in this docket have any in!ormation 

14 concerning that? 

15 The only evaluation I'm aware o! with this 

16 particular instance is the one that is dcscr1bed in my 

17 testimony, on the page we referenced earlier, and t~at 

lB is a detailed evaluation of this event. 

19 If a deficiency was identified on August 

20 Jrd, do you know why the proolem was not corrected at 

21 that point in time? 

22 A Well, it doesn't say that it woun't 

23 corrected hero. So I'm not sure, ono, whut the 

24 deficiency was that they identified for ouro, or that 

25 it wasn't corr~ctod. It simply ~oya it waGn't 
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1 adeq~ately evaluated . 

2 Q It said that it was not adequately evaluated 

3 to determine the need tor rework prior to plant 

4 restart. 

5 Did Florida Power and Light identify root 

6 cause for this particular problem? 

7 A Yes, it did, end it did fix the problem that 

B is described in my testimony . 

9 Q I'll refer you back to Interrogatory 21, 

10 Page 12 of 18. 

11 A Okay. I'm there. 

12 Q In the fourth paragra~1, the first line, 

lJ indicates that "The cause of and corrective actions 

1 4 for PCSV leakage has been an issue in the n11clear 

15 industry as well with FPL for some time.'' 

16 Hy question is if that is, in fact, the 

17 case, when a deficiency was noted on August 3rd, did 

lB that alert anyone of the need to determine what was 

19 causing the deficiency? 

20 A As we identi!iod deticiency, because I don't 

21 know what specific deficiency they are talkLng 

22 aboat -- I'm aware of this particular deficiency on 

23 Page 12 and that we corrected it. In fact, we did 

24 successfully restart. But in general, ao we defi11e a 

25 deticiency we do ao an evaluation and we do determine 
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1 whether or not we c~n continue lo operate with or 

2 without that deficiency. When the Nuclear Re9ulatory 

3 commission comes in in hindsight they apply an 

4 extraordinary standard to our activities because they 

5 are looking at it from the standpoint of its 

6 relationship and impact on radiation safety. 

7 So i n doing that, and in the way they look 

8 at things and in the way we look at things trom a 

9 operation standpoint are ditferent. We meet the 

10 =adiation standard from their standpoint, but from a 

ll maintenance type activity, we may or may not ch~se to 

12 do a particular piece of work at a given time. 

l3 Okay. Mr. Wade, I'm going to refer you back 

14 to PLD-5 on Page 17, and I would ask that you read 

15 into the record the entire paragraph. 

16 HR. CHILDS : Is this the same paragraph to 

17 which you directed his attention earlier, it starts 

18 1"ith the words "The unit again?" 

19 MS . JOHNSON: That's correct. 

20 1\ "The unit again attempted a restart during 

21 the week of September lOth. After achieving 532 

22 degrees Fahrenheit and approximately 1700 psla. n leak 

23 at tho flange of the pressurizer salety valve, 1201, 

24 resulted in returning the plant to cold shutdown to 

25 repair this item. A review by the licensee found this 
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1 deficien~y hod been identified on August Jrd but had 

2 not been adequately evaluated to determine the need 

3 for rework prior to plant restart. As a result of 

4 this, the unit was still shut down at the end of the 

5 inspection period. This item is identified as a 

6 weakness in the 1.:ork. screening and planning procoss." 

7 Q Mr . Wade , isn't it true that as a result of 

8 the flange leakage, the company -- St. Lu;: ie 1 was off 

? line for a total of 17J hours, and that the ~ompany 

10 incurred replacement energy cost of $2 million, and 

11 the cost to repair the valve was $190,000? 

12 A That ' s correct. 

13 Q Can you turn to Page 5 of 18 of your 

14 Interrogatory 21. 

15 

16 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

The event described on this page is the 

17 turbine trip during surveillance testing, correct? 

18 

;1.9 

A 

Q 

Yes, it is. 

The response on Page 5 of 18 indicates that 

20 the cause of this event was the performance of 

21 surveillance test steps out of sequence, correct? 

22 A Yos. 

23 Q Specifically the response states that an 

24 operator failed to close an isolation valve prior to 

25 continuing with the test, correct? 
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2 

A Yes. 

And isn't it correct that the procedures for 

3 performing the test specify that this must be done 

4 first? 

A Yes. There was written procedures on this. 

6 The procedures were available to the employee and the 

7 procedurea were correct. 

8 Q Was there any management oversight over this 

9 procedure? 

10 A Yos. The procedures go through -- all of 

11 our procedures do, and we have thousands o! them at a 

12 nuclear plant as you might imagine -- go through a 

13 process of being written. independently reviewed, and 

14 then go through a safety review. 

15 Q But when the procedure was being po~formed 

16 on July 8th, was there oversight by management at that 

17 time? 

18 A Yes. The individual -- if I can just 

19 clarify a little bit ··- was in the field, if you will, 

20 outside performing those tests, and he was in radio 

21 communication with supervision in the control room 

22 watching as he went through the various steps. 

23 In the Company's re&ponse to Interrogatory 

24 21 indicates that this event resulted in replacement 

25 and energy cost or $615 ,742, correct? 
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1 A Yes, that ' s correct . 

... 
' Q Can you turn to the next page, which is 

) Page 6 of 18 of RLW-2 , Document l? 

4 i\ Yes, I 'm there. 

5 Q This event is described as external event, 

6 vehicl e in a discharge canal, correct? 

7 Yes, it is. 

8 Q Specifically the interroqatory states that a 

9 vehicle entered FPL property through an open gate off 

10 Highway A~, correct? 

ll i\ Yes 

12 Q The response alzo lndicotes that the vehicle 

13 fell i nto the discharge canal after entering a gate 

14 that was routinely left unlocked, correct? 

15 A Right. This particulat si tuation was on FPL 

16 property outside the power plant area. In other 

17 words, the power plant is on the wost side of th is 

18 Highway AlA; this particular property is on the east 

19 side or Atlantic Ocean side. And this gate during 

20 normal business hours, to afford our employees t~~t 

21 need to be in that area which are doing environmental 

22 tasting and maintenance on the canals , easy 1ngress 

23 and egress to this area just as you would have as a 

24 normal business practice. 

25 Is the purpose of the gate to prevent 
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1 access, public access to FPL property, which is in and 

2 arou.1d of the St. Lucie discharge canal? 

It's one of the barriers to having 

4 unauthorized people, if you will, enter the discharge 

5 canal. There are other barriers in place. 

6 Q And Highway AlA is fairly busy roadway; is 

7 that cor.cect? 

8 A It's a two-lane highway on a barrier island. 

386 

9 I wouldn't know how to characterize the bu&yness of 

10 it . Certainly not as busy as Capital Drive h~re that 

11 I drove today, Capital Circle. 

12 

13 

Q 

A 

And it's also known as us 1, Highway us 1? 

No, it is not. Highway US 1 is a four-lane 

14 highway that's approximately five miles to the west. 

15 Q But Highway AlA is not located in what could 

16 be described as a remote area? 

17 A This particular section is fairly remote. 

18 There are not other things around it. There are not 

19 houses around there. There's limited public beach 

20 access there. 

21 COMMISSIONER OMCIA I If this is any nelp, 

22 Counsel, I have been lost on that highwey and is 

23 fairly remote from one point or another when I found 

24 the plant by mistake. 

25 MS. JOHNSON: Thank you. 
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1 COKK789IONER DEASON: That wasn't your 

2 vehicle in tho dischar9a canal? (Laughter) 

3 COKKISSION!R GARCIA: No comment. 

A We' ve only had this occasion once, so I'm 

sure it wasn't the Commissioner's vohiclo. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Q {By Ma . Johnson) Getting back to Page 6 o f 18, 

10 

it indicates that t he company did incur, at l~ast in 

the interrogatory response, additional replacement 

energy costs of $417,000, correct? 

Bear with me a second. 

11 Q Actually it ' s on Page 1. I koop fllpping 

12 back and forth. 

13 

14 

A 

Q 

Right. That ' s correct. 

And that the cost to remove tho vehicle was 

15 approximately $39,000, correct? 

16 A That is correct. 

17 Q Has Florida Power and Light rncovcrad th~ 

18 cost to remove the vehicle from tho driver o£ the 

19 vehicle? 

20 

21 

A Yes, we have. We, 

driver in criminal activity. 

in fact, prosecuted the 

He waR found guilty of 

22 trespassing, and we also went after his insurance 

23 company for what cost we could recover dssociated with 

24 this event. 

25 We recovered approximately $44,000 to cover 

7LORIDA POBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



1 our cost associated with the event, which correspond 

2 to tho activities that cost us approximately $39,000. 

3 In addition, we went to tho limits of thr lr 

4 liability policy for fuel replacement costs. 

5 Unfortunately, that was only at $50,000. 

6 Subsequently, we also looked at the nssets ~c his 

7 parents as ~ell as tho teenager; it was 17-year old 

8 boy that drove into the canal, and found neither his 

9 parents nor he had adequate assets to pursue. 

10 Q So that I ' m cl~ar, you suy that tho Compnny 

11 checked $44,000? 

12 We collected approximately a total oC 

13 $94,000 of which 50,000 got applied to replacement 

14 fuel costs . 

15 Q ls the amount that ' s reported in 

16 Interrogatory 21 nut o! the $54,000 -- s~o .ooo? 

17 A No, it is not. 

18 

19 

20 

Q 

A 

Q 

Can you please turn to Page 8 of 18. 

Okay. 

And can you plaase rtescribc the event 

21 referred to here? 

22 Yes. What this refers to -- this is a pump, 

23 very simply put, although it's a very l~rgc pump, ~5 

2~ foot tall pump, that basically move~ water to cool the 

25 nuclear fuel. And periodically we will got a failuro 
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1 of the pump's se8l . We have had approximately 69 of 

2 these failures since st . Lucie has fi rst been in 

3 operation. These failures occur because these seals 

4 wear out. The time period for the failures are 

5 somewhat random . We have had some fail in less than a 

6 year; we have had some go as long as six years . This 

7 particular one ha~ been in service for ~bout three 

8 years. And as stated right in the first part of the 

9 first paragraph, we had a seal failure and proceeded 

10 to do the corrective action to replace that because wo 

11 cannot operate with a failed reactor pool pump seal. 

12 Q Isn ' t it correct that the response indicates 

13 that the attempt to restage the lower seal failed? 

14 A Yes. What we did was in the interest of 

15 trying to save as you can see here this 171 hours of 

16 downtime, we applied a process that we had had some 

17 success in the past with to attempt to repair the seal 

18 while it was in service. This took approximately an 

19 hour . 

20 And because the restaging did not work, the 

21 operators had to cool down and depressurize the 

22 reactor coolant system so the seal could bo replaced, 

23 correct? 

24 

25 

That's not actually correct. 

We would have had to cool down whether Wd 
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1 restaged or not to replace the seal . That is the only 

2 way you can replace a seal. If wo hdd b~cn successful 

3 with the restaqing we wouldn ' t have had to cool down 

4 but the (act was that the seal had ulroady failed , so 

5 cool down was tho tepair method. 

6 Now, if we had been successful in restaging, 

7 at a subsequent outage we would have stJll had to 

8 replace this seal because that is a temporary type 

9 repair. 

10 When tho attempt was made to restage the 

11 seal, what was the operating temperature at that time? 

12 A I think it was proximately 370 degrees. 

lJ And according to the interrogatory response 

14 it indicates that a clear root cause cannot be 

15 determined, correct? 

16 

17 

A 

Q 

That is correct. 

Is that still correct? 

18 A That is still correct That ir. often the 

19 case with these seals. They are very complex pieces 

20 of equipment that have very close tolerances, nnd once 

21 they fail, if you will, the cause of it sometimes gets 

22 washed dway so thoro's nothing thoro to really look at 

23 as evidence of what the failure mechanism was. 

24 Is it correct that the procedure tor t illing 

25 and venting the RCS opocifieo proc~11tiono regarding 
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1 the temperature of the reactor coolant system during 

2 the r~staging process? 

J A It specifies a temperature of less than 200 

4 degrees as a personnel safety issue. 

5 Q Does tho vendor of the seal recommend any 

6 precautions concerning the maximum seal packagP 

7 temperature? 

8 He recommended, if I'm not mistaken, a 

9 temperature of 250 degrees which we subsequently 

10 changed with his concurrence to 300 degrees. 

11 Q On August 2nd, when the attempted restage 

12 was being performed, was the operator performing the 

lJ proceaure experienced in that he had done it before? 

14 A To my knowledge they were experienced, yes. 

15 Q Did St . Lucie management give consent to the 

16 operator's decision to restage the seal at 370 

17 degrees? 

18 A Well, there's a question of exactly what the 

19 temperature was at the time but it was in that area, 

20 and there was control room supervision in place, yes. 

21 Q Is it correct that you stated that the seals 

22 were approximately three years old? 

2J A This particular seal w~s approximately throe 

24 years old, yes. 

25 Q Is the age and condition of the seal 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



1 something that should be considered prior t o 

2 attempting a restage? 

3 A No. 

4 Q Attempting to restage it? 

5 A No, not necessarily so. 

6 Q I 'm .going to refer you back to POD No. 5, 

7 Page 23 of 49? 

8 

9 

Okay. 

Can you read the next to the last ~aragraph 

10 into the record. Starts with "The licensee produced". 

ll 

12 

COHM~SSIONER GARCIA: Where are we? 

MS. JOHNSON: This is discovery response 

13 that the Company provided to Staff. It' s not an 

14 exhibit. 

15 

16 

COKK~SSIONBR GARCIA: Okay. 

"The licensee produced a Byron and Jackson 

17 letter dated November 16th, 1990, which reported a 

18 review of St . Lucie's proposed r ustaging process. The 

19 letter stated that the proposed process was 

20 acceptable. The letter also stated that the 

21 application to process should consider initi al seal 

22 condition and age in determining whether to apply the 

2J process. 

24 Byron Jac kson is the manufac ture r of the 

25 seal? 
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1 A Yes, it is . 

2 Q Sc since 1990 the Company was on notice that 

3 it should consider the condition and aqc of the seal 

4 prior to starting a restaging process? 

5 

6 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

According to Interrogatory 21 the cost to 

7 replace the seal was approximately 1.1 n1llion 

8 correct? 

9 

10 

A 

Q 

That ' s correct . 

And tho additional replacement oner;y cost 

11 $2.1 million, correct? 

12 

lJ 

A 

Q 

That ' s correct. 

As the reactor coolant system waG being 

14 cooled down on August the 2nd, were there any other 

15 unusual events happening at the plant at that time as 

16 a result of the cool down? 

17 A I ' m not sure what you might mean by ''unusual 

18 events ." I have identified the significnnt event on 

19 August 2nd which the reactor coolant pump seal failure 

20 was the issue we just talked about . 

21 Q Isn ' t it true that on August 2nd, 1995, a 

22 main stoam isolation signal actuation o~currod? 

23 

24 

Yes. 

And thi s occurred because tho oporntor did 

25 not follow tho block procedure/onunclator r~sponse 
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1 procedure? 

2 A That is what the Nuclear Regulatory 

J commission report says, I believe. 

4 Q Are you familiar with that procedure? 

5 A No, I am not , other than just in general 

6 terms . I 'm not familiar with the detail of it . 

7 Q Can you elaborate on what you are familiar 

8 with? 

9 Well, i n my -- I gave a cur sory rcvi~w 

10 that and my finding on tha t parti cular review was 

~1 r.hat that procedure is correct and has been in place 

12 tor some time, and it's applicable to the work the 

lJ ino ividua1 was performing. The individual made a 

14 mistake. And in that particular event he caused a 

is 

15 signal, electronic signal, if you will , to go through 

16 when it should have been blocked 

17 Q Did this failure to follow procedure by the 

18 operator extend the cool down or result in any 

19 additional outaqes at St. Lucie 1? 

20 A No, i t was encompassed in, from ~y review of 

21 it, as I s tated here, within the work of the reactor 

22 coolant pump soal effort. 

23 Q Going bac k again t o RLW-2, can you ploaso 

24 turn t o Page 9 of 18 : 

25 Now I've lost it. This is the NRC report 
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1 we're talking about? 

2 No, I apologize. I'm back at your exhibit 

3 that's attached to your testimony, RLW-2, whJch is 

4 Interrogatory 21? 

5 A Okay. I'm with you now. I'm sorry. 

6 

7 

8 

Q 

A 

Q 

Okay. 

Page 9 of 18. 

This event, which occurred on August 9th, ia 

9 described es power operator relief valve failures, 

10 correct? 

11 That's correct. 

12 Q And in your response to the interrogatory 

lJ the Company states that the valve failed due to 

14 improper reassembly following tho overhaul during the 

15 1994 r efueling outage, correct? 

16 A That is correct. What exactly happened at 

17 that time is that we had a contract personnel working 

18 to our procedure. The procedure was correct. The 

19 procedure specifieo the proper assembly of the valve 

20 and also specified that he needed to sign otf oach o! 

21 the steps during that assembly. The contractor did do 

22 those steps; he did sign ott, and , in fact, still 

23 performed the assembly incorrectly. 

24 Q In tnero currently any litigation againot 

25 the contractor regarding that event? 
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1 Well, wo•re not technically into litigation 

2 yet but we're exchanging correspondence requasting 

3 them to reioburse us for some of these costs. 

4 Q Had Florida Power and Light experienced any 

5 other problems with this contractor in tho past? 

6 No. This contractor is a nucleat qualJty 

7 type contractor that does work throughout tho 

8 industry. Technicians meet applicable standa~ds that 

9 are in place for this site sort o1 work. They also 

10 have their individuals trained at th~so pro~odurcs and 

lJ. thoy have dono thio sort of work tor ua be( ore. 

12 wo•vo reviewed other instances of their 

lJ during this same time period and alsu found no 

14 problems with that work. 

15 Q It ' s true that this event resulted in a 

16 total of 188 off-line hours, correct? 

That's correct. 17 

1.13 And what was the addition~! cost for 

19 replacement energy? 

Shown on Page 1, $2.5 million. 

work 

20 

21 

A 

Q Was there any additional cost to reassemble 

22 and reinstall tho valve? 

23 

24 

A 

0 

Yes. That's shown heru il!. $J8l,OOO. 

Woro tho power operator relief valvos tostbd 

25 for operability after the 1994 overhaul? 
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2 

3 

A 

Q 

A 

Yes. 

Before returning them to service? 

The test of the power operator relief valves 

4 is done in place and it's done by opening the valve 

5 and closing it very quickly and detecting water flow 

6 by accoustic monitors downstream of the valve. That 

7 test was performed, but in evaluating the cause at 

8 that point, we found that the acoustic monitors gave a 

9 false positive test. So, in fact, the test did not 

10 show the condition at that time. If it had, we would 

11 have still h~d to come back down and shut down and 

~2 cool down and expend the same amount of time to 

13 correct the vendor ' s error. 

14 Q Was the cause of the problem with the 

15 acoustic monitors determined? 

16 A The accoustic monitors worked fine but it's 

17 because of their relationship to some othor equip~ent 

18 that you can get under certain conditions a reading 

19 that would indicate the valve opens but it really 

20 didn't. So what we did after thut point was we 

21 provided other indications to the operators for more 

22 positive indication, if you will, that the valve 

23 moves. 

24 Prior to the testing of the valves following 

25 the 1994 overhaul, was St. Lucie management aware or 
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1 this condition with the monitors? That it woulj give 

2 fals~ positives because of the conditions? 

J 

4 

A 

Q 

No, I don't believe they were. 

Was there a.l al ternati vc procedure for 

5 determining if tho valve could operate properly? 

6 A No, I don't believe there '.las. 

7 I'll ask you to turn to Page 10 of 18 of 

8 Interrogatory No. 21. 

9 

10 

Okay. 

This event is described as an inajvertent 

11 spray down of containment, correct? 

12 

lJ 

A 

Q 

That's correct. 

Isn ' t it correct that on August 17th, 

14 approximately 10,000 gallons of borated water as 

15 inadvertently sprayed i nto tho containment? 

16 

17 

A 

Q 

18 water? 

19 A 

Yes . 

What is tho significance about borated 

Borated water refers to water that is 

20 slightly acidic. What it has in it i& an clement 

21 called boron that is used to basically attract 

22 neutrons so it helps you shut down tho plant in ~ 

2J nuclear plant. 

24 Q And according to tho interrogatory r esponre , 

25 the cause of this shut down was dP.tcrmlnnd to be a 
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1 procedural deficiency in the emergency core cooling 

2 system venting procedure. Could you explain, ploase? 

3 ~ Yes . This is a fairly complicated set of 

4 systems that we were trying to get tho air out of so 

5 they would be filled solid wi t h water. And the 

6 systems were inter related, one of them which was the 

7 containment spray system with some other systemn thdt 

8 we were trying to vent. 

9 The procedure -- there was several 

10 procedures also that came into play. One procedure 

11 set your boundaries for testing . In other words, it 

12 says what valves needed to be closed. This particular 

13 procedure didn ' t have the operator go back and make 

14 sure that the original procedure had set the 

15 boundaries properly. Because the boundaries weren't 

16 set properly, it caused the spray down. 

17 0 And isn't it correct that the problem 

18 with strike that. 

19 Isn ' t it correct that the containment spray 

20 header control valve was left in its open position on 

21 August 11th, 1996? 

22 Yes. That valve was intentionally loft open 

23 because it's a position that is appropriate to ensure 

24 the maximum protection from a radiation safety 

25 standpoint. There were other valves in the system, 
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1 though, that could have been closed that would h~ve 

2 allow~d venting to procedure without a spray down 

3 event. 

4 As a result of leaving the valve open, there 

5 was a direct flow path from the refueling water tank 

6 to the A containment spray header and the open header 

7 control valve; is that correct? 

8 I don ' t think it was as a result of leaving 

9 that valve open. As I said, there were other 

10 alternatives, other valves that could have b~on closed 

~1 just as well as this one could have been closed to 

~2 preclude he spray down event. 

.lJ Looking at the i nterrogatory response on 

14 Page 10 it states that "These actions provided a 

15 direct flow path from the refueling water tank lo the 

16 ACS header and the open header cc.:1trol valve," 

17 correct? 

18 A Yos. 

19 Q And the actions that it's referring to are 

20 the fact that the valve W'as loft in its open posititJ!'l 

21 when the operator attempted -- the emergency cooling 

22 venting procedure? 

23 A No. The actions it's referring to is 

24 starting the pump and establishing flow through a heat 

25 exchanger. As I said, other valves could have been 
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1 closed and not had to spray them. 

2 Q Why weren ' t they? 

3 

4 

A 

Q 

Because ~f the procedural deficiency. 

Aren ' t operators required to verify the 

5 position of valves within the flow path before venting 

6 the emergency core cooling and containment spray 

7 systems? 

8 Not by this particular procedure. As I 

9 said, they would have done that by a diff.erent 

10 procedure, which if they had referred to and made the 

11 ties, would have properly closed out the boundaries. 

12 Q The fact that the valve was left in its open 

13 position, was that ever recorded on any document or 

14 report to alert other operators? 

15 

16 

17 

A 

Q 

A 

Yes, it was. 

What report or documerlt is that? 

For one thing, it had a plant work o r der 

18 written against it to be repaired, so that is one 

19 source of documentation. There was a sa1ety 

20 evaluation done by engineering to demonstrate that 

21 leaving the valve in its open position, which again 

22 was appropriate for insuring the maximum protection 

23 from a radiation standpoint was okay also. So at 

24 least those two documents existed. 

25 But there was not a requirement that the 
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1 operator on August 17th would refer to any of thone 

2 documents prior to beginning the procedure? 

J A From my personal standpoint the operator 

4 should have been avaro that thos~ documents oxistod. 

5 Those woro not, if you will, hidden documontn. They 

6 wero documents that woro made available to tho Control 

7 Room. In fact, the Control Room is tho one who 

8 authorizes a plant work order. Whether this 

9 particular operator was on 5tatlon when that 

10 particular valve was loft open, I don't know. And !or 

11 whatovor reason, ho apparently did not realiz~ that 

12 the valve was open. 

13 Q But according to your testimony he should 

14 

15 

havo known? 

A Yes. I moan it waR all thoro. 

16 Q And this event resulted in a total of 343 

17 off-line hours? 

18 

19 

A 

Q 

That's correct. 

And cost of cleaning of tho containment area 

20 was 899,000? 

21 Yes. 

22 Q Replacement fuel cost wns npproximately 

ZJ 4.1 million? 

24 

25 

A Yes, that's correct . (Pause) 

MS. JOHNSON: We have n~ further questions. 
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1 COMMISSI ONER DEASON: Redirect. 

2 HR . CHILDS: Yes, I have some . 

3 REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

4 BY HR . CBILDS : 

5 Q Do you know whether the contractors and 

6 vendors that Florida Power and Light Company hires to 

7 work at its St. Lucie plant are experienced in the 

a industry in per forming the tasks they arc asked to 

9 perform? 

10 A Yes. Not only are they experienced in what 

11 they have to do, \18 helve to go through an eva!uation 

12 process to make sure that they can perform the work to 

13 cert ain quality control practices that we sot forth. 

14 so they are both exper ienced ~nd trained and meet 

15 quality control procedures that we set forth. 

16 Q You were asked a question about root cause 

17 analysis performed by Florida Power and Light Company? 

18 

l9 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

Do you know whether any -- whether thnre was 

20 any deficiency in root cause analysis that rcsult~d in 

21 any of the outage incidents we're talking about today? 

22 No, there wasn ' t. Root cause analysis 

23 follows after an event. It ' s not a precursor Lo an 

24 event occurring. 

25 Q ~ou were asked some questions about the 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICB COMMISSION 



1 pressurizer code safety valve flange leakage --

2 

3 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

by the Staff. That is the item -- let's 

4 see, is that Page 12 of your document, intetLogatory 

5 21? 

6 

7 

A Yes, it is. 

Excu&e ~e, just a moment. (Pause) How many 

8 pressurizer code safety valves are there at St. Lucie 

9 1 and 2? 

10 

1 ... 

A 

Q 

There are three on each of the units. 

And do you know how frequently the ~askets 

12 are replaced for these valves by Florida Power and 

1~ Light Company? 

14 A At least e very refueling outage . Because I 

15 said d uring my other answer, we take those off to do 

16 routine mainten ance on them and whAn we put them back 

17 we put new gaskets in . 

18 Do you know how long gaskets ~f this 

19 particular type had been used at St. Lucie? 

20 A Since 1990 we ' ve used these particular 

21 gaskets. As it states here, it was part of a program 

22 to get rid of asbestos, which was contained in the 

23 previous gaskets. 

24 Q And for how long had Floriua Powor and Light 

25 followed the installation procedure for those gaskets 
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1 a~ St. Lucie? 

2 A We have been doing this routinely since that 

3 period of time and basically without incident. 

4 Q Okay. I want to ask you some questions 

5 abou~ the vehicle in tho discharge canal . You 

6 mentioned there were other barriers . Would you tell 

7 us what you meant by that? 

8 A Yes. This particular area is, of course, 

9 kind of in a mangrove-type area, as well as having the 

10 the canals. The canals, in a1dition to being a canal, 

11 have a berm which is approx~ately 7 foot tall and 

12 built at approximately a 60 degree incline on each 

13 side of the canal, so that this, a9ain, provides a 

14 preventive barrier, if you will, from individuals 

15 hopefully, we would think, driving into the the canal . 

16 so this particular teenager had to go chrough some 

17 effort to climb that borm and get into tho canal. 

18 Q And is it correct that this particular road 

19 that was being followed by this vehicle is not toward 

20 the power plant at St. Lucie? 

21 That's correct. As I stated before, it's on 

22 the east sido ot tnis Highway AlA. The plant is on 

23 the west side. And this road follown around tho beach 

24 area and the mangroves on the Atlantic Ocean side. 

25 Do you ~now whether this particular item, 
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1 that is the vehicle in the discharge canal, has been 

2 previously addressed by this Commission? 

3 A Yes. It's my understand ing that it was 

4 addressed and stipulated to as part of the GPIF 

5 filing. 

6 Q You were asked also about the turbine trip 

7 during surveillance testing, which I think io Page 5 

a of your 

9 A Yes. 

10 Q -- yes, of your Interrogatory 21. 

1~ Was the operator involved there experienced? 

12 A Yes, this particular employee had 

13 ~ignificant experience. He had been an operator at 

14 our station for 13 years and had progressively mot 

15 qualifications for advancement. In addition, he had 

16 been independently certified by the Nuclear Regula~ory 

17 commission for the position he held. 

18 Do you know whether that operator was 

19 trained to perform the steps that were associated with 

20 this testing correctly? 

21 A Yes. He was not only trained, he had 

22 performed this test successfully before. 

23 Q And were there applicable procedures for the 

24 plant at the plant for the closing o! the valve? 

25 A Yes. The procedures were written, available 
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1 I and correct. 

2 You were alGo askod questions a bout the 

3 reactor coolant seal pump package failure . I can' t 

4 fi nd that . That ' s on Page 8? 

5 A Yes. 

6 Q Does FPL have a practice of replac ing t he 

7 reactor coolant pump s eal packages prior to an 

a indication of failure? 

9 No, we do not. And the reason for that is 

10 partly brought out in my testimony here. In the time 

11 it takes to replace one of these seals and the cost, 

12 because of the random nature of these wear-outs, and 

13 the f act you can't easily predict when one will occur, 

14 if you were into a program where you just arbitrarily, 

15 over a period of time, replaced these, that's no 

16 guarantee that you couldn ' t immediately have another 

17 on~ fail at an unexpected moment. So we do not do 

18 that. 

19 Q Does FPL mainta in spare soal packages --
20 A Yes, sir . 

21 Q on site? 

22 A We maintain five at St . Lucie . 

23 Q Why is that? 

24 A Tho roason tor that is to minimize, to the 

25 extent we can, the down tlme from the seal failure by 
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1 having at least the replacement readily available. 

2 Q Do you know whether the industry has 

3 directed attention to attempting to reduce the reactor 

4 coolant pump seal package failures? 

5 A Yes . This is an industry issue, and they 

6 have looked at possible options for upgrades, other 

7 types of preventative measures to minimize seal 

8 failures. The change out frequency in the industry 

9 for this sort of thing runs 18 to 36 months. 

10 Q St~ff asked you some questions about the 

11 Company's restaging attempt for this seal. Is it 

1~ correct that a restaging attempt is an attempt to 

13 avoid having to replace thG seal? 

40 8 

14 A No. It ' s ~ attempt to defer replacement to 

15 some other period of time. 

16 Q So that if the company had been successful 

17 in restaging, the seal would have had to have boen 

18 replaced at some time? 

19 

20 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

Well, I guess, let me restate tlmt, r assume 

21 all seals would have to be replaced at some time. But 

22 my point is would this particular seal have to be 

23 replaced because of indication of difficulty had bean 

24 seen? 

25 A Yes. 

:FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COHMlSSlOll 



1 Q Okay. I'm going to speak to tho power 

2 operated relief valve failure, which 1 think 1s on 

3 Page 9 . Was this rnassembly performed by FPL by a 

4 vendor? 

5 

6 

A 

Q 

This reassembly was performed by a vendor. 

Do you know whet her the technicians that 

7 performed the repair were qualified? 

8 Yes. ~hoy wore qualified to American 

9 National Standards Institute qualificationc, as well 

10 as the American Society ot Mechanical Engineers. They 

1~ were also qualified on the specific procedure 

12 applicable for reassembly of this valve. 

11 Q Did FPL have a procedure which tr followed 

14 ~ould have resulted in a correct reasso~bly? 

15 A ~es. The procedure was written, it was 

16 correct and it had sign-o!!s for each stat. 

17 Q I think you said that tho toohnician signed 

18 oft that he or she had performed the stops correctly~ 

19 A That is correct. 

20 0 If tasting had shown earlJer that there had 

21 been an incorrect reassembly, would tho ti~e to repair 

22 have been any different than that was actually tdken 

23 to repair? 

24 A It would not have been materially dlt!erent. 

25 0 I 11ant to move now to tho quoot.lon ot a 
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1 spray down of ·containment, which is on Page lv oC your 

2 Document No. 1 . 

3 Would you explain the term ••safeguards 

4 position" as it relates to the condition in which the 

5 valve was left? 

6 This refers to, if you will, a nuclear 

7 regulatory type situation where the valve is left in a 

8 position that ' s ~ppropriate to provide the maximum 

9 protection for radiological safety. 

10 Q Okay . can you toll us whether tho procedure 

14 for the emergency core cooling venting was adequate 

12 tor normal plant operations? 

13 

14 

A 

Q 

Yes, it waA. 

Can you tell us how this venting procedure 

15 compares to industry procedures? 

16 This is a routine type event that's done at 

17 power plants and it's done, and has been done on our 

18 own, since the initial start-up dates. It's not 

19 unique to us, and that venting i~ a common practice. 

20 Okay . You were asked some questions about a 

21 report that was produced in di£covery from the Nucleat 

22 Regulatory Commission. Do you recall those questions , 

23 specifically you were asked and rcfarred to rage 2J of 

24 49 of that report and 1 thir1k also to Page 17 of that 

25 report? 
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1 

2 

Yes. 

Will you tell us whether to your knowledge 

3 the standards for action by FPL at its nuclear plants 

4 arc stringent because of the concern over radiological 

5 health and safety? 

6 A They are. 

7 0 Do you know whether those standards arc 

8 generally applicable in the industry for viewing 

9 performance in other contexts such as in this 

10 Commission, or by this Commission? 

11 A The standards that are applicable here from 

12 a radiological standpoi nt, which is what the NRC 

13 reports attempt to address, in my mind differ from the 

14 standards of appropriate and prudent operation which 

J5 says that whenever possible you should operate your 

16 units to the maximum benefit of the customers. 

17 

18 

19 

MR. CHILDS: That was all 1 have. 

COMMISSIONER DBASON: Exhibits. 

MR. CB~uDS: I ' d like to move into evidence 

?.0 Exhibit 12 and 13 . 

21 COKMISSIONBR DBASON : Without objection 

22 exhibits 12 and lJ are admitted. 

23 (Exhibit 12 and 13 received in evidence.) 

24 

25 

MR. CHILDS ! Next witnes is Mr. Silva. 

While Mr. Silva is coming to the stand, 
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1 Commissioner, we're going to be offering and 

2 addressing as to Issue lla Mr. Silva ' s Gupplomontal 

3 testimony that was filed on July 26th, 1996, and he ts 

4 sponsoring i n that testimony what has been marked as 

5 Exhibit 4. 

6 COKHISSIONBR DEASON: Very well. 

7 - - - - -

8 RENB SILVA 

9 was called as a witness on behalf of Florida Power & 

10 Light Company and, having been duly sworn, testified 

11 as follows: 

12 DIRECT EXAMINATION 

13 BY MR. CHILDS ! 

14 

15 

16 

17 

0 

A 

0 

A 

Hr. Silva, have you been sworn? 

Yes, I have. 

Would you state your nam~ and address? 

My name is Rene Silva. My business address 

18 is 9250 West Flagler Street, Miami, Florida 33174. 

19 By whom arc you employed and in what 

20 capacity? 

21 A By Florida Power and Light Company as 

22 Manager ot Forcasting and Regulatory Reoponso in the 

23 Power Generation Business Unit. 

You have before you a document entitled 

25 ' 'Supplemental Testimony of Rene Silva, Docket 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COKHIBBION 
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1 960001-EI, July 26 1 1996"? 

2 

3 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

Was that prepared by you as your direct 

4 testimony for this proceeding? 

Yes. 5 

6 Do you have any changes or corrections to 

7 make t o it or the document you are sponsoring? 

8 A No. 

9 Q Do you adopt it as your testimony? 

~0 A Yes. 

1::.. HR. CHILDS: Commissioner, WG ask that the 

12 prepared testimony of Mr. Silva be inserted into the 

13 record as though read. 

14 COMMISSIONER DEASON: Without objection it 

15 will be so inse~ted. 

16 HR. CHILDS: At this time I'd like to ask 

17 that the other testimony that Mr. Silva is sponsoring 

18 generally, or whenever you think it is convenient, I 

19 want to make sure that is inserted into the record . 

20 

21 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Now would be --

MR . CHILDSI Ho has testimony on GPIF dated 

22 5-20-96. Revised GPIF testimony dated July 22, '96. 

23 Testimony on GPIF dated 6-24-96. Revised testimony 

24 dated 8-7-96, and fuel testimony dated June 24, 1996. 

25 And all parties have this and I just formally would 

!'LORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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1 ask i t be part of the record. 

2 COMMISSIONER DeASON : Without objectiOn thae 

3 testimony will be inserted i nto the record. 

4 HR. CHILDS: And his exhibits ure ~, 2 and 3 

5 associated with tha t testinony . 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

~1 

~2 

13 

~4 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1 

22 

23 

2 4 

25 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COM.MlSSIO~ 

FLORJDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY OF RENE SILVA 

DOCKET NO. 960001-EI 

July 26. 1996 

Q Plea.w statet your name and address. 

4 1 5 

A. My name is Rene Silva. My busine~\ addre-.\ 1\ 9:5u W Flagler 

3 Street. M1ami, Flondn 33174. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Q. 

A 

By "hom an you employed and what is your position? 

I nm employed by Florida Power & L1gh1 Company !FPL) ~ M:m:~ger 

of Forec:J.Sting and Regulator) Response m the P\l\l.er Generauon 

8 Business Unit 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

Q. 

A 

Q. 

A 

Ha,·e you ;previously testified in this docket? 

Yes. 

What Is the purpose or your supplemen1al tesdmony? 

The purpo<ie of my supplemental testimony IS to pnl\ ide odditione1l 

1 



r 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

I~ 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

4 1 6 

infollllation reg~ing FPL's response to Interrogatory No. 19 ;u,d 21 

in Staffs 3rd Set of Interrogatories. The response to lntem1gatOI")' 

No. 19 explnins how the outages that occurred since April 1995 at the 

St. Lucie plant affected FPL's Generating Perfollllancc Incentive 

Fnctor reward/penalty amount for the period April throuyh September 

1995. The response to lnterrog:uory No. 21 provides the replacement 

energy and cost of the replnccment energy associated with the outages 

that occurred from September 1994 through September 1995 at the St. 

Lucie pl:u1t. 

Rave you prepared or caused to be prepared under your 

supenision, dJrecdon and control an Exhibit in this proceedJn&? 

Yes. 1 have. It consists of Document No. I. 

Were the outages at the SL Lucie Units J and 2 durinalhe period 

September 1994 throueh September 1995 an Issue during the 

February 1996 Fuel proc:eedlngs'! 

Yes. During the February 1996 Fuel proceedings. the ISSUe: Should 

FPL recover replncement energy costs resulting from out11ges at the St. 

Lucie Plllllt during the period September 1994 through September 

1995, was raised by the Commission Staff. The issue was deferred 

2 



4 1 7 

from the February 1996 hearing to allow ume for .. dditional discovery. 

2 FPL origm3..11y filed response5 to Suff s Third Set or lnterrog:uorie\ 

3 on November 3. 1995. Interrogator) No 19 IS attached to m) 

supplem!"ntru teMimony us Document No I . Recently the Commission 

5 Staff o.sked ndditiona.l questions negarding the interrogatory response. 

6 These que~Lions and FPL's response5 to them o.n: pronded below. 

7 

8 Q. In your response to lnterroptory No. 19. Pa&es 7 and 9. 

9 adjustments have been made to the Actual Equhalent A l ailability. 

10 Is there liOme document or ordl!r "hich allo"s these adjustments 

I I to be made? .. 
12 A. Yes. Adjustmen~ to a GPIF unit's Actual Equivalent Avwlabilit) 

13 nrc permuted O..\ described m the GPIF ImplementatiOn Manual 

I~ established by the FPSC on July 28. 19" I tn Order 1\o. 10168 for 

15 Docket No. 810001-CI. Section 4.3.1 of the manuaJ provide~ for the 

16 adjustment of Equivalent Availability upon rev1ew by the 

17 Commtssiun. The Commission rccogmzcd ndJUStmc:nL\ for the 

18 following c:uegorits: 

19 • Narurnl or external!} caused dl-.a.\ter 

20 • Unforeseen shutdOWTl due to regulatOr) agency action 

21 • Rescheduling or pl~tnned mw.ntenance 

3 



2 

3 

.t 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

I 13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

• Changes in the work scope of plnnned outage~ 

• Differences between a.ctual and forecast reserve shutdowns 

(if reserve shutdown& are used in setting the Equivalent 

AvaiJabillt)• Ul!get) 

Q. For your response to Interrogatory No. 19, Pag~ 3 and 7, pi~ spell 

out or define the abbreviated deserlptions. 

A. Jnterrognt6D' No. 19. Page 3 of II. A(!ril 7, 1995 "Conunl Rod Dri,·e 

PO." • control rod drive power supply. 

lmerrogatory JQ, Pue 3 of II. April 9, 1995 "Chemistrv hnlll" · Chemistry 

hold during plan. sUltl UJ'l fnr chemistry analy~is. 

Interrogatory 19, Page 3 of II , August 2, 1995 "NE lnter<·ept \ alve" • Nonh 

East turbine intercept valve. 

lmerroeatorv No. 19. Page 7 of II , June II. 19Q5 "DC \>tf ,, ' pv. r ~ 

· Direct current safety system power supply. Outage v.a' J PFO (Pnrtial 

Forced Outage) becaU5t the 111nir remllintd online ru 4(Jr,; J'~<lll cr 111 mo..ke 

necessary repairs. 

lnterroaatory No. 19. Page 7 of I I. July 9, 1995 "RPS ·c· wide range Nl"-

4 1 a 



4 1 9 

Reaaor Pnltection System Owulel ·c· wide ranie nuclear msuumemation 

2 

3 lnterrogaroa Nn. 19, Page 7 of II. August 9, 1995 -p()RVS" - Po..-.er 

4 Operated Relief Valves. Th.is outage is explained In detail in FPL Whne~ 

5 R L. Wade's Supplemental Testimony, Document No I. Page 9 uf 18. 

6 

7 Q. In your rupolbt to lntrrroptol") No. 19, Pa&r 9, tJ1r drscriptJon 

8 "watubox cleaning" is ustd a number or tJmes. PltaU dtflrw nttrbox 

9 c:leaoing and why is it done so often? 

10 A. The condenser\ use sn.lt water from the Atlantk Ocean ~ the source of 

; I coolin{' water Marine growth and :.edirnent can deposit on the rube sheeL~ 

12 &educing the condensers' heat uansfer capacity Frequent cleanings are 

, 13 requued ro remove these obstructions from the rube sheet 

14 

15 Q. In your response to Interrogator) No. 21, pqr 2, Assumption No. 3 

16 S1Jites that the avr~t cost of PSL energ> ~as assumtd to be $5.58 and 

17 $6.75 ror St. Lucie Unl15 1 and 2 r~pectJ1 tl). Wlult ~f thm figures 

18 based on? 

19 A. They are the IICt\J:\1 average fuel oost of each urut for the period September 

20 199-l through Septtmber 1995. 

21 

22 Q. Does this conclude your testlmony? 

23 A. Yes, It does. 

5 



1 Q. 

l A. 

J 

.. 
5 Q. 

6 

.. 
• 7 A. 

a 

9 

10 Q. 

11 

12 A. 

1J 

14 Q. 

15 A. 

16 

17 

11 

J9 

BEFORE THE PUBUC SERVICE COMMISSION 

FLORIDA POWER & UGHT COMPANY 

TESTIMONY OF R. SILVA 

. DOCKliT NO. 960001-m 

MAY 20,1996 

Pleue etatr your ume and bui.Dna addftu. 

420 

My ume it Rene SOn aud my burillna addrtN I.e 9150 W. Flqlrr 

SlrHt, Miam.1. Florida 3317f. 

Mr. SUva, would you pleur 1t1te your pruent po•ition with 

Florida Power and Ught Company (FPt). 
.. 

I am the Manager of Forrcutiog and Regulatory ~e•pon1r for the 

Powrr Grnf'ntion ButinH.I UnJt of FPL 

Mr. SUva, have you previoutly had tntimony prennted in t.hit 

docket? 

Yet, I have. 

Mr. SUva, wtut I.e tbr p~ of your tHtimony7 

The p1llpOM of my IHtimony iJ to p~nt the actual (lffforma.n« 

rreult. for tbe Equivalent Avaiabillty Fador (EAF) and Avrngl' 

Net Opentiog Hut Rite (ANOHR) for the HVentHn (17) unit. 

uted to detuminr the Generating Pmormanc:e lnc:rntin fador 

(GPIF) aud to compare theM actual rreult. to the tarset• that were 



l 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a 

' 
10 

II 

ll 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

lO 

11 

l1 

13 

lA 

l5 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

approved in Com.ml11lon Ord~r No. PSC-95-0tSO.FOF-El luued 

M&Kh 31, 1995 lor th~ period October, 1995 through March. 1996. 

On th~ bull of thU compuUon, I luv~ calC"Ulated an lnctntlve 

amount lor ilh~ period. 

Hav~ you prepared, or caused to have prepared und~r your 

dlrection. aupervi•ion or control, an uhlbit in thl• procuding? 

Ya, I hlv~. It c:orulata of on~ docum~nt. Pag~ 1 of that docum~nt I• 

an Index to th~ contentl of th~ document. 

What I• the lnc~ntlv~ amount you hav~ calculated for th~ pmod 

Octo~r, 1995 through Much, 1996? 

I have calculat~d a GPIF rtward of $1,980,538. 

Will you pleu~ explain how the rtWard amount Is alculated? 

Th~ at~ps Involved in making thl• u lculalion are contained In 

Document No. 1. Pag~ 2 of D()j"Ument No. 1 iJ the GPIF 

Reward/Penalty Table (Actual) and ahowa .tn overall GPIF 

p~normance point va.Jue of +2.17'-l whlcll c:orrnpond• to a GPIF 

reward of S 1,980,538. Page 3 i• the calculation of the maximum 

allowed Incentive dollara. The calculation of lhe system actual 

GPIF penormance is thown on pas~ t. Thia page liJtt uch unit, 

th~ performance lndlcatora (ANOHR and EA.Fl, th~ welghJng 

lactora and th~ INOCiated GPIF polntt. 

2 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

ll 

1l 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

2Z 

23 

l4 

Q. 

422 

PageS is the actual EAF and adjustD'Ienl$ IUIJ\DW')'. Thb pa&e lists 

each of the aevenl:een (17) units, the actual outJige fact0r1 and the 

actual EAF In e11lu11UU 1 through 5. Column 6 is the adjuatD'Ient for 

planned ouuge variation, which ia ahown on page 6. Column 7 is 

the adjusted actual EAF and Column 8 is the t.uget EAF. Column 9 

contJilN the Generating Performance Incentive Points for 

availAbility u determined from the ubles aubmltled to and 

approved by the Commission prior to the start of the period. 

These ubln a~ shown on pagea 8 through 24. 

Page 7 ahowa the adjustments to ANOHR.. For uch of the 

seventeen '11l units, it show1 the target heat rate formula, the 

actual Net O utput Factor (NOF) and the actual ANOHR In 

columns 1 through 4. Since hut rate varlet with NOF, it is 

necettary to determine both the tJirget and actual heat ntes at the 

same NOF. This adjustment is to provide 11 common bull for 

comparison purposes and is shown numerically for eadl GPIF unit 

In columna 5 through 8. Column 9 contains the Genenting 

Performance Incentive Pointa that have been determined from the 

table tubmltted for each unit and approved by the Commission. 

These ume tables a~ shown on pages 8 through 24. 

Are tht~ any changea to the targtta approved through 

Commi.,lon Order No. PSC·95-0450-FOF·EI7 

3 



2 

3 

.. 
5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 •' 

11 

12 

13 

14 

l5 

liS 

17 

Ill 

19 

lO 

~· 
n 

lJ 

24 

4 2 3 

A. No, the approved t&rgets have not c:tansed. However, the actual 

availability fEAF) of Turkey Point Unit 3, ured In the c:alc:ulation of 

the GPIF, have bun adjlltted to compenute for the loss in unit 

avaUablll ty raulting from externally c:auted eventlln January and 

Februa.ry 1996. 

Q. 

A. 

Can you describe these externally c:auted events? 

Yes. An abnormally large amount of cooling canal vegetation 

obstructed the flow of water u1ed In the cooling of plant 

equipment. As a ruult, Turkey Point Unit 3 experienced a full 

forced outage on February 16, 1996 and a parti.al fGrcrd derated 

outage en January 31, 1996. Dead aquatic c:JOiing canal vegetAtion 

was trantported by winds to the Intake 1tructure In 111ufficient 

quantltiu, over a relatJvely 1hort period of time, sou to excud the 

c:apablllty of the debris removal tyttem. Thlt cauud dJminlshed 

cooling water supply to the unit resulting In operation at reduced 

power in one cue &nd complete removal from power production In 

the other. Since the obstruction uuaed by the build up of canal 

vegetation wu an unpredlct.tble, externally caused event, neither 

FPL nor the customer 1hollld be penalyud for the rHulting loss in 

avaJiablllty. Thetefore, the lots In availability c:auted by the canal 

vegetAtion hu be excluded from the GPIF c:alculatlon by adJusting 

the actual equivalent availability (E.'\f) of Turkey Point UnJt 3 for 

the October 1995, through March, 1996 period. In addition, the 



2 

3 

• 
5 

6 

7 

II 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

:zo 

21 

22 

23 

2A 

Q . 

A. 

4 2 4 

occurance will be excluded from the GPIF ulculaUonJ performed 

to determine future availablllty target~ of Turkey Point Unit 3. 

How wu the actual EAF olf Turkey Point 3 affected by the external 

eventa? 

The full forced ouuge hours and equivalent partial for«d outage 

houn due to the anal vegf'btlon ob1tructlon were removed from 

the total equivalent forced outage houn during the October, 1995 

through March, 1996 period. The period houn were alto reduced 

by the number of full forced outage houn. The actual EAf for 

Turkey Point Unit 3 wu recalculated with the ad jutted outage and 

total period hourt. The equivalent forced outage houn were 

reduced by 89.3 equivalent hours from 302.5 houn to 213.2 hours. 

The period houn were reduced from ~93 houn to 4310 houn The 

period houn were not reduced for the partial out.age houn Iince 

the unlt wu ttill on line and expGftd to failure. The adjustment 

changed the actual F.AF for Turkey Point Unit 3 from 79.0% to 80.8 

%. There was no adjustment made to the ac:h.al POH alnce the 

planned outage occ:ured in September, 1995 through October, 1995. 

This methodology 11 consilient with that used In the put to .tdjusr 

for externally caused nmtl tuch u Hurricane Andrew, and ~ 

jellyfllh ob1tructlon at the St. Lude Nuc:lur pla.l\. 

5 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

II 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

n 

23 

24 

2S 

Q. 

Q. 

A. 

42 5 

Mr. Silva, will you explain the prl.mary reuon or rtUOl'l why FPL 

will be ~arded under the GPIF for the October 1995, through 

March, 1996 period 7 

Ya. The prlma'ry reaton that FPL will receive a ~ard for the 

period wu that Turkey Point Nuclur Unit 4 and St. Lucie Nuclear 

Unit 1 had better at•ailabllity than wu projected. 

Mr Sliva, would you pleue sum.marf.u the performance of FPL't 

nuclur unit availablUty 7 

Turkey Point Unit 3 operated at an adjusted actual EAF of 80.8% as 

compared to ill target of 79.8,.o. This will result In a +3.33 point 

reward which coiTI!sponds to a GPJF ~•rd of S 360,G45. 

Turkey Point Unit 4 operated at an ad jutted actual EAF of 8:LS% as 

compued to ill target of 16.8%. Thlt will ~•ult in a +10.00 point 

~w•rd which ro!TC!Ipondt to a GPIF ~ward of$ 1,101,154. 

St. lucie Unit 1 oper•ted at an adjusted actual EAF of 85.1% u 

compa~d to Its target of 89.6%. This will result In a ·10.00 point 

penalty which corretponds to a GPIF penalty of ( $1,574,911). 

St. lucie UnJt 1 operated at an adjutted actual EAF of 61.8% u 

comp~ to Ita target of 58.8%. Thit will mull In 1 +10.00 point 

reward which corretponda to a CPIF ~ward of $1,315,311. 

6 
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II 
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14 

IS 

16 
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19 

11 

ll 

23 

l5 

4 2 6 

The total CPIF reward for the nuclur units' avallabllJty 

performance I. $1,201,698. 

Mr. Silva, pleue aummarlze tht nuclear units ptrfarmance u It 

relatea to tht ANOHR of the unJta. 

Turkey Point nuciur• un.it 3 operated with an adjutttd actual 

ANOHR of 10793 BTIJIKWH whlch wu bttter than projrctrd by 

81 BTIJIKWH. ThJa results in a 1.00 point reward which 

correaponda to a CPJF reward of 522.225. 

Turkey Point nuclear uPil 4 operated with an adjuated actuAl 

ANOHR of 10869 BTU/KWH whlch wu betttt than projtded by .. 
43 BTUIKWH. Thla ANOHR is within ± 15 BTU/KWH of the 

projected target , thrrefore there ia no CPIF reward or penalty. 

St. tude nucleu unit 1 openttd with an adjuattd actual ANOHR 

of 10897 BTU/KWH whJch wu poorer than projtdtd by 69 

BTU/KWH. Thl1 ANOHR is within ± 75 BTU/KWH r>f the 

projected t.trget, therefore there is no CPIF reward or penalty. 

Sl Lucie nuclur unit 2 opt-nttd with an adJu•ted actual ANOHR 

of 1012.8 BTUIKWH which wu b.tt•r than projecttd by 12! 

BTU/KWH. Thla will result In a 3.18 point reward which 

correspond• to a GPlF reward of $139,32~. 

7 
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5 

6 

7 

II 

9 

10 

11 

l2 

13 

I• 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

lO 

21 

ll 

2.3 

l4 

15 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

4 2 7 

Tht total rewnd for the nucleu units' hut rate performance is 

$161,551. 

Mr. Silva, w hat will the total GPlF Incentive reward b• for the FPL 

nuclear uni ta for EAF ~nd ANOHR? 

$1,363,2A9. 

Mr. Silva, would you pleue aWilJJ\Illu the performance of FPL'a 

fossil units? 

The performance of the thirteen (13) {ouil units inc'uded in the 

GPlF for the period o' October 1995, through March, 1996 will 

receive a total combinerl GPIF rewud olf $611,289 for EA.F &nd 

ANOHR. 

Ten (10) of the units performed better th&n their availilblllty 

targets, while the remaining three (3) performed poorer than their 

ta.rgets. The comblntd foSIIJ unit availability performance will 

result In a GPIF reward of 5264,179. 

Six (6) of the unlta operilled with ANOH R'1 that were better th&n 

projected and four (C) units opented with ANOHR'a that were 

poorer than proJected. The renuining three (3) units were within 

the + 75 BTIJ/KWH dud b&nd &nd thry wfll receive no Incentive 

reward or penalty. The combined fossil unit heat . ~tc perfomunce 

will ruult in a GPIF reward of $353,110. 

I 
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3 

Q. 

A. 

Mr. Sliva, doa thia conclude your tntimony7 

Yn,ltdoa. 

' 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

GENERATING PERFORMANCE INCENTIVE FACTOR 

REVISED TESTIMONY OF RENE SJLVA 

DOCKET NO. 960001-EI 

J ULY 22, 1996 

4 29 

Q Please s tAte ) our name and address. 

2 A. 

3 

4 

5 Q. 

ll A. 

My n:une b Rene Silva My busine$\ addrtS5 " 9250 W. Flagler 

Street, Minmi. Flondn 3317~ . 

By whom are you employed and what is your pollitJon? 

I :unemployed ~y Flunda Power & Light Cump31ly (FPL) o.s M311ager 

7 of Forcc11.~g 31ld Regulntory Response in the Power Gener:~tion 

!! Busincs' Unit. 

9 

10 Q. 

I I A. 

12 

13 Q. 

14 A. 

Have you previously testified ln this docket? 

Yes. 

What is the purpose or your testlmony? 

The purp<1-.c of my te..'illmony c. to provide correcuoru. w my 

1 



4 3 0 

Generating Perfonnance lnrenuvc Factor (GPIF) True up T~tirnony 

2 th:u wns filed on May 20. 1996. 

3 

4 Q. 

5 A. 

6 

Please describe the correction. 

Due to changes in FPL's computer program, the Net Operating Fucwr 

(NOF) for Pon Everglade..~ Unu 3 W~U cnlculatcd incom:ctly. The 

7 NOF reponed m the ll\le up teStimony wo.s 56'-l-. The com:ct NOF •~ 

X 58.71,1; 

9 

10 Q. 

II A. 

12 

Have you prepared any exhibits tlaat renect this eorredion? 

Yes. I have provaded f11ur revised pages co my Document No. I. They 

Include pnges 2. 4, 7. and 13. These page.\ reOect the correct numbers 

13 for Net Opcnung Factor. Average Net Operating Ileal Rate. ·\djusted 

14 Average Net Opcraung Heal Rlltc and GPIF poinL,. 

15 

16 Q. 

17 

II! A. 

19 

20 Q. 

Does th1s chan~;:e Impact the reward that was calculated In the 

May 20. 1996 True up flllne? 

Yes. The GPIF rewanl changes from SI,980,53K to Sl.947,105. 

Does the clwlee to the GPrF reward ca~e the fuel factors to 

21 chan&:e? 

2 



2 

3 

A. 

4 Q. 

5 A. 

6 

7 

8 

4sJ 

No. The ch1111ge to the GPJI= rew:~rd doc:!i r.ot t:IU!>C :1 ch:mgc w the 

fuel fnctors. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes, 11 does. 

3 



2 

4 Q. 

A 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 Q. 

13 A 

14 

15 

16 

17 Q. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Q Pleut rule )OUr name and address. 

2 A 

4 

s Q. 

6 A. 

7 

8 

9 

10 Q. 

II A 

12 

13 Q. 

14 A. 

My name IS Rene SilvL t.ly busonc" address 1s 9250 "'. flagler 

S'-1. Moami. florida 33174 

By whom are you <mployed and what Is )OUr poslll<;n? 

I am employed by florida Power & Loghc Company (FPL) as Manager 

of Forec:asong and Regulacory Response in lbe Power Generallon 

Business Unit 

Have }OU previously tesunw Ia this docket? 

Yes. 

What Is the puf'JIOl"e or your tesUmony? 

Tbc purpose of my lestimony i, to provod• 
• .:OITeCIIORS IO my 

Gene.ratuJg Performance rnctuoce I ZtOI \UI""U "J u .. ~UIUVUJ .... _ .. _ 

filed on June 24, 1996. 

Please describe the correcUon. 

Due to changes in FPL's computer program. lhe Equl\;l!enl 

A' aolaboluy Factor (EAF) for Martin Ur.u 3. Pucnarn Unus I & 2. 

TlU!cey Point Unu4, and St. Lucoe Unu 2 "'= calculaled oncor=Uy. 

Tbc EAF reponed·~ my cestimony were 95.2%, 89.3'l-. 87.8%. 89 2% 

and 81.2%, respectively. Tbc com:ct EAFs are 94.5%. 87.3%, 88 <n. 

89.4% and 81.5%, respecti\'ely. 

Have you prepared any exhibits that ...,ned this rorrectlon? 

Yes. I have provodcd cwo rcvosed pages to my Document No. I They 

are pages 6 and 10. These ;>ages reflect lbe corrccl numbers for lbe 

Equivaleol Avallabthly Fac~ors. 

Does this condude your testimony? 

Ye>. 11 does. 
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Q Please s tate your name and add~ 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

My name b Rene Silva. My bu~ine.'>.\ a\ll.lre'>.\ '' 9250 W. Flagler 

Street. Minmi. Fluril.la 33174. 

By whom Dre you e mployed and what is your pcxltion? 

I :unemployed by Atlridu Power & Light C11mpan) ( FPL) o.s Manager 

of Forecasting ond Regulatory Respan.~ m !he Pu\l.er Gencnuun 

Bu.~ine."' Unu 

Have you prevloubly testified In thil> docket? 

Yes. 

What Is the purpose of your testimony? 

The purpose uf my re.-.umony 15 Ill pre<ocnt a.nl.l explain FPL ·~ 

projection' for (I) di,patch cnsL' of heavy fuel nil. light fuel c>il. cual 

1 
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4 
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1\ 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

435 

and naturol gas. (2) availability of nuturaJ gas tn FPL. (3) generuting 

unit h~t nues and availabilitie.~. and (4) quunlillc\ and cosL' of 

interthangc and tlthcr power u-.:ru.~~ction~. These projected value.~ were 

used as input values 10 POWRSYM in the calculation of the prupn.o;cd 

fuel cost recovery fucwr fur the period October, 19% throul,Ih 

Mnrch.l997. 

Have you prepared or caused to be prepared under your 

supervision, direction and control an Exhibit in this proceedfn~? 

Yes, I have. It consis~ nf pug~ I through 7 of Appendi~ I nf thi~ 

filing. 

What are the key factors that couJd lllrect FPL's price for heavy 

fuel oil during the October, 1996 through Mard1, 1m period? 

The key factors are (I) demand for crude oil and petroleum products 

(including heavy fuel nil), (2) non-OPEC crude oil production. (3) the 

extent to which OPEC production match~ actual demw1d fur OPEC 

18 crude oil, (4) the relation.~hip between h~vy fuel oil and crude oil, 

19 and (5) the terms nf FPL'~ he:tvy fuel oil supply and t;ronspunaunn 

20 conuuct~. 

21 
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14 

15 

16 
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18 

19 

20 

21 

Q. 

4 3 6 

In general. woriJ demand for CllJde oil nnd petroleum prudu~:t.' " 

projected to conunue to increu.~ nt" m11dernte rrlte thmugh 19117 'l-' 

a re.~ult of continued economic growth in the Pacific Rim countnc., 

On the supply side, total non-OPEC crude oil production is proje~:~cd 

10 rise slightly thruugh 1997 due to incren..~~ tn the North Sea uml 

Ultin America. The bula.ncc uf the projected incren...e in crud~ u1l 

demand i~ projected w be ndequutely met by u ~light in~:rrii\C' m 

OPEC pruducLion. 

Bu.scd on these facwrs crude oil prices. and con>cquently heavy tucl 

oil price.,, fnr the October, 1996 w March. 1997 period will be 

slightly lower thnn for the Ocu,ber. 1995 to March. 191)6 peritld. 

What Is the projected reJalion..~hlp betwe4>n heavy fuel on and 

crude oil prices during the October, 1996 through Match, 1997 

period? 

The price of heavy fuel 011 on the U. S. Gulf Coast ( I.IJ% sulfur) i ~ 

projected to be approximately 7R% of the price of We.~t Telta.~ 

Intermediate (WTI) crude oil. 
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A. 

Q. 

A. 
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A. 

4 3 7 

Please provide FPL's projection for the dJspatch cost or heavy fuel 

oil for the October, 1996 through March, 1997 period. 

FPL":. projection fur the system uveroge dispatch co~>t nf henvy fuel 

oil. by sulfur grude, by month, is provided on page 3 uf Appendix I 

in dolltli'S per btuTCI. 

What are the key factors that could affect the prile or light fuel 

oil? 

The key factor~ that affect the pncc nf light fuel oil ure similar to 

those described above for henvy fuel oil. 

Please provide FPL 's projecUon for the dlspatdl cost of light fuel 

oil for \he period from October, 1996 to March, 1997. 

FPL's projection for the averoge dispatch cost of light oil. by ~ulfur 

gro.de. by month, is sl.own (10 page 4 of AppendiX I. 

Wha t Is the basis for FPL 's projecdons of the dispatch cost of 

coal? 

FPL's projected dispat:h cn~t of coal is ba~ nn FPL's price 

pwjcction of :~put coaJ delivered to II$ coal planL,. 
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Fur St. Johns River Power Park <SJRPP). unnunJ coal volume' 

2 delivered under lung-term contrucL~ arc fixed on Octn~r I st ul the 

3 prev1ous year. for Scherer Plunt. the unnual volume uf coal delivered 

4 unoer long-term contracL~ il. set by the terms of the cnntta~L,. 

5 ThercfCirc, the prict' of c1ull delivered under lung-term contra~L' 1.1t~' 

6 not affect the daily dispatch dccbion. The di~patch pm:c 1>f ~:oal for 

7 euch coni plum is ba.~d on the vnriublc component uf the cuaf cn"l. 

I! the proje~:ted spot coal price. 

9 

10 Q. 

II 

12 A. 

13 

14 

15 

16 Q. 

17 

18 A. 

Please provfde FPL's proj ection for the dispatch cost or coni fo r 

the October, 1996 throueh Morch, 19<)7 period. 

FPL's projected s:,·stem o.verage dispatch cost of cual, shown on p::ge 

5 of Appendix I. i.~ &bout .$ 1.50 per million BTU. del ivered to plant. 

What are the factors that can affect FPL's naturnl J!R.~ prices 

durin&: the October, 1996 throuJ:h Mnrcl1, 1997 periocl? 

In gene mi. lhe key factors u.n: (I) tlome..~tic nutuml gn~ dcmnnd and 

19 supply. (2) foreign natural gn.' imporL~. (3) heavy fuel oil price.-. and 

20 (4) the terms of FPL's gos .,upply and tron~>pnnutinn contnu.:t~>. For the 

21 projected period. lhc dom inunt factor influencing the price of gus wLIJ 

5 
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be strong gas demand caused by the current low level uf ga.' 

2 inven1ory. 

3 

4 Every year. between the month~ uf April ami October. nutur •• l ~'" 

5 market inventories nrc built up us n re:.erve in prepar.nion for peak 

6 winter gas dem:md. The..o;e inventories nre partially drown down during 

7 the winter months a.~ needed. Only a portion uf the ga.' reserve is U'>Cd 

8 during lhe winter. and the impact nn :.ummcr demand uf restorinJ! 

9 inventory 10 the desired level h usuo.lly modemte. However. the 

10 quantity of na111ml gas ill inventory at lhe beginrlng of the winter (I f 

II 1995-1996 wa~ lower than in previous years. And colder than n~1mml 

12 weather during the winter caused u very large druw nn inventory ro 

13 meet the strong gas demand. A_~ a result. the quantity of g:1-<> in 

14 inventory in April nnd Mny, 1996 • the beginning of lhc ga.' 

15 "injection" season· was much lower than it has been in lhc pa.,t. lllld 

16 it is projected that gas inventory will not even reach the year-earlier 

17 level by the end of the "injection" .-.ca~on in October. 1996. 

18 

19 It is projected thatthi:. situation Will keep demand fc1r narurJI ga.~ very 

20 strong during lhe summer nod continuing thmugh the winter of 1996· 

21 1997. Consequently. ga.q pric~s are pmjected to remain finn through 

6 
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March. 1997. 

What arc U1c factors that affect the avo11oblllty or natural gas to 

fPL during the October, 1996 throu~:h March, 1997 period? 

The key fnctnn. are ( I) the ex1~ung capacity nf natural ga.' 

6 tr:lllsponnuon fuc1hues into Aumla. (2) the ponion of that capacity 

7 that 1:. cunttactuaUy ullucated 111 FPL un a firm. "guarnn~.eed " ba."' 

8 Cllch mnnth am.l (3) the natural gas demand in the SUite uf Aorida. 

9 

I 0 The cum:nt capacity M natural ga.~ l!unspunuuun fucili ties into the 

II State of Anndu '' 1.455,000 milliun OTU per dny (including rPL':. 

12 fum allocuuun ,,r 455.000 lO 41!0.000 million BTU per day. depending 

13 on the month). Tnllll t.lemnnd for natural gn' in the SUite t.luring the 

14 period (mcluding FPL's fum nJiocution) ., prtlJCCted 10 be be~een 

15 255,000 nnd 265,000 million BTU per duy below the pipeline's total 

16 capacity. This projected available pipeline capudty could enuble FPL 

17 to acquire and deliver additional natural 8:1.'· beynnc.l FPL'' -155,()(){1 

18 10 480,000 rnillion BTU per !by of firm. "guaranteed" aJhiC:!'iun. 

19 ~hnuld it be ecnnomJcalJy auractive. relative 111 uther energy choices. 

20 

21 Q. PI~ provld..: f'Pl:s projectin~L'i for the dlsp!lldt cost ant.! 
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Q. 

A. 

4 4 1 

ovallablllty (to FPL) of notural gas for the October. 1996 through 

March, 11997 period. 

FPL'~ projections of lhe system average di.~patch cost and availability 

of naruml gas are provided on page 6 of Appendix I. 

Please d~ribe how you hove developed the ;:rojet>ted unit 

Average Net OperatJng Heat Rates !'huwn on Schet.lule E4 or 

Appendix II. 

The projected Averoge Net Operoting Helll Rate~ were tlcvelupcd 

10 using the actual monthly Average Net Operating Heal Rates and the 

II corresponding Net Output Factors from previnu~ (Jctob<:r thmugh 

12 March periods. This historical data Willi u::.ed w calcuhllu W1 efficiency 

13 factor. or heat rote multiplier, for each generating unit. The most 

14 recent unit dispatch heat rate curves. modified by the unit's efficiency 

15 factors, were provided as input w the POWRSYM mudcl. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Are you providing lhe outage factors projected for the period 

October, 1996 through March, 19')7? 

Yes. Thi~ daw is \hown on page 7 of Appendix I. 

How were the outa~e factors ror this period de~eloped? 
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14 
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16 

17 

18 

19 
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21 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

44 2 

The unplanned outage factc>rs were developed using the actual 

hi:.toricnl full and partial outnge event data for ew:h of the umt~. The: 

uc tualunplanned outage lfucwr uf c:uch gencmung unit fur the previt•u' 

twelve·monlh period was adjusted, as nece.,sary. to eliminate m1n· 

recurring events IUld recognize Lhe effect of planned outage~ to ani ve 

:u lhe projected factor fnr the <X:mbcr. I 99(1 lhruugh March. 1997 

period. 

Please describe slt:nJf'lwnt planned outaces ror the October, 19% 

throu"' March, 1997 period. 

Planned outage-. at our nuclear uml~ are the moM 1>1gnificant 10 

relation to Fuel Cost Recovery. Turkey Point Unit No.3 11> ~.:hedulcd 

to be out of service for refueling beginning nn Mnn:h K. I 997 nnd 

until April 21, 1997. or twenty four days during lhe projected periud. 

There are no other signi ftc ant piiUlncd ()utage.' during the prnjectcd 

period. 

Are 81lY changes to f'PL's gell<'rntion capad ty planned during the 

October, 19')6 through March, 1997 period? 

No. 
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10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 
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20 

21 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

4 4 3 

Are you provldlna: the projected lnterdtan:e and purchased power 

transnctli{)ns forecnsted for October, 1996 through Mardt, 19<n? 

Ye~. Thi' duw j, 'hnwn 1>0 Schedule.' E(>. E7. EK. und E9 ur 

Appendix II of this filing. 

In what :ypes of Interchange tnmsacdons does FPL ena:oa:e'f 

FPL purt:ho~JC.\ mterchonge power from others under severul type.' ut 

interchange t.r:lllMICtions which have heen previously described in thi, 

docket: Emergency • Schedule A: Shurt Tenn rinn Schedule B: 

Eclmomy • Schedule C: Extended Economy • Schedule X; 

Opportunity Snlr\ - Schedule OS: UPS Replacement Energy -

Schedule R and Economic Energy Pnn.icipotion • Schedule EP. 

For services provided by FPL to other utilitle~. FPL has develuped 

amended Interchange Service Schedules. including AF (Emcrgem:y). 

BF (Scheduled Maintenance). CF (Economy). OF (Oumge). W'ld XF 

(Extended Ecnnumy). The!><: nmcndeCJ ~hedulc:. replace and supc:N:dc 

ex.isling Interchange Service Schedule.~ A, B. C. D. ;md X fur s.:r.,.icclo 

provided by FPL. 

Does FPL have or rnngements other lhlllll Interchange agreements 

for the purchnse or electric power and energy which ore Included 

10 
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A. 

4 4 4 

In your projecdon.s? 

Yes. FPL purchase!' CUoaJ·by·wire elccr.ric:.l energy under the IIJKK 

Unit Power Sales Agreement (UPS) with tl.e Southern Cnmpanie\. 

4 FPL has contracl~ to purcha.~ nucle111 energy under the St. Lucie 

5 Plant Nuclellr Reliability Exchange AgreemenL' with Orlando Utili lie., 

6 Commission COUC) und Flurida Municipal Power Agency (FMPAl. 

7 FPL also purchases energy from JEA', ponion of the SJRPP tJniL,. a)'. 

8 suu.ed :tNIVe. Additionally. FPL pun;h~ energy and cnpaciry trum 

9 Qualifying Facilities under existing lllriffs and coniTUcL\. 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

II! 

19 

20 

21 

Q. 

A. 

Please provide the projected energy costs lo be recovered through 

the Fuel Cost Recovery Clause ror the power pur~es referred 

to llbo\'e during the Qc,lober, 1996 thrOUI!h March, 1997 period. 

Under the UPS agreement FPL's capacity cnth.!ement during the 

projected peritld i!. 920 M W from October, 199/i through March, 191)7. 

Bused upon the uhemnlc and supplemental energy provisions uf UPS, 

nn availability factor of 100% is applied to the~.e capacity enutleme111L'. 

to pmject energy purcha . ..e.~. The projected UPS energy (unit) Cll\1 fm 

this period, used U)'. input to POWRSYM. is ba.\Cd on dnw pntvided 

by the Southern Cnmpanics. For the period. FPL project\ the purcha.\C 

of 690,143 MWH of UPS Energy at a cost vf $12.1!!15,..110. In 

11 
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19 

20 

21 

Q. 

A. 

4 4 5 

addition. we project the purchase of 1.644.465 MWH of UPS 

Replacement energy (Schedule R) at a cost of $25.886.870. The tot.al 

UPS Ener.s:y plus Schedule R projecrioru. aJe presented on Schedule 

E7 of Appendix II. 

Energ)' purcha.cs from the JEA·owned portion of the SL Johns River 

Power Parle generntion nrc projected to be 1.374.90 I MWH for the 

period a! an energy coSt of $21.424.670. FPL's cost for energy 

purchllSCS under the St. Lucie Plant Reliability Exchange Agreemen~ 

is a function of the operntion of St. Lucie Unit 2 and the fuel cosLs to 

the owners. For the period. we project purchases of :!61.211 MWH 

at a cost of $1.101.000. These projections nrc .shuwn on Schedule E7 

of Appendix ll. 

In addtticm. as shown on Schedule E8 of AppenLitA 0. we prOJect that 

purchase~ irom Qualifying Facilitie:: for the period will provide 

2.968.817 MWH at a cost to FPL of $56.346.004. 

Ho~· were eneriO' costs related to purchases from Quntirying 

Facilities developed? 

For those conlrllcts that entitle FPL to purchase "as-available" energy 

12 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

4 4 6 

we used FPL's fuel price fon:co.sts o.s input.s to the POWRSYM model 

to project FPL's avoided energy cost that is used to set the pnce of 

these energy purchases each month. For those contract.\ that enable 

FPL tO purchase f1.11t1 capacity a.nd energy. the applicable Unit Energy 

CoSt mechanism prescribed in the contract is used to project momhly 

energy costs. 

Have you projected Schedule A/AF • Emereency Interchange 

Transactions? 

No purchases or sales under Schedule AJAF have been projected smce 

it is not practical to estim:ne emergency transactions. 

Have you projected Schedule 8/BF • Short-Tenn Finn 

Interchange Tnm.'>Sctions? 

No commiunent for such tnlnsactions had been m11de when projec tions 

wen: developed. Therefore, we hll\C esumuted thut no Schedule BF 

sales or Schedule B purchases would be mnde in the projected pcnod. 

Plcuse describe tile method •tsed to forecast the Economy 

Transncdons. 

13 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 
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The quantity of economy sales and purchase IJ1lllsactions are projected 

b:JSed upon historic transaction levcls. com.c~d to remove non· 

recurring factors. 

What are the ron."CaSted amounts and costs of Economy energy 

sales? 

We have projected 213.608 MWH of Economy energy sales for the 

period. The projected fuel cost rehued to these sales is $5,815,199. 

The projected IJ1lllsaction revenue from the sales is S7 .494,441 . Etghty 

percent of the gnin for Schedule C is S 1.343.394 and is credited t(l 

our customers. 

In what document are the fuel costs or economy enerl:)' sales 

transactions reported? 

Schedul.! E6 of Appendi>: II provides the tO\al .MWH of energy and 

totcl dollars for fuel adJu~unenL The 80'k ol g:un is also provided on 

Schedule E6 of Appendix n. 

Whnt nre the forecasted amounts a nd costs or Economy energy 

purchases ror the October, 1996 to March, 1997 period? 

The costs of these purchases are shown on Schedule E9 of Appendi;: 

14 
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A. 
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II. For the period FPL projeciS it will purchase a to13.1 of I .963.659 

MWH nt a cost of $37.186.920. If generated, we estimate that thb 

energj' would cost $41.496.176. Therefore, these purchases nr: 

projected to result in savings of $4,309,256. 

What are the forecasted amounts and cost of energy being sold 

under the SL Lucie Plnnt ReHablUty Exchange A~eement? 

We project the sale of 261.225 MWH of energy at a tost of 

$1,007.000. These projections are shown on Schedule E6 of Appendix 

Il. 

Would you please summarize your testimony? 

Yes. ln my testimony J have presented FPL's fuel price prnjecuons 

for the fuel cost recover) period of October, 1996 through March. 

1997. ln addition. J hnve presented FPL' s projections for generating 

urut heat rates and availabilities. ;snd the quantiues and ..:osts of 

interchange and other power tro.nsactions for the same penod. These 

proJections were ba.~d on the best infont~ation avwlable to FPL. and 

were used a.s inputs to POWRSYM in dc\·eloping the proJected Fuel 

Cost Recovery Factor for the October. I 996 through March. 1997 

period. 

15 
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Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes. it docs. 
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Q. Please ltlte your IWDt and bushldl addrts~ .• 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

My IWDe ll R~ Sliva aDd my busluas acldrus Is 9150 W. Fl•&ler 

Street, Mllml, Florida 33174. 

Mr. SUva, would you please state your present position with Florida 

Powe.r and Ll&ht Company (FPL). 

J am the MaJIJI&er of Fo~n& and Resu~J~tory Response for the 

Power GeneratJon Business Unlt or FPL. 

Mr. SUva. have you previously had testJmony presented In this docket? 

Yes, I have. 

Mr. Silva, wbatls tbt purpo~t of your testimony? 

The purpoK or my tatJmony Is to prtKnt the taraet unlt anra&e Mt 

ope.ratJoa heat rates aod larJtt uolt ~ulvaleot avallabiUIJes fer the 

pe.riod October, 1996 throuaJ! September, 1997, for ust Ia determlnlo& 

the GtMI"'Itln& Perfonnance JnccntJ•e Factor (GPIF). The 

Improvement and dqrad.atloa raore for eacb perfonnance lndlcator b 

also prtKnled In this tesdmony. 



l 

3 

4 

s 

6 

7 

a 

9 

10 

11 

1l 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

11 

19 

20 

ll 

ll 

l3 

14 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

4 51 

Has the Company made any chanaes to the Genentina Performance 

Incentive Factor belna propoHd ? 

Yes, •e han. Tbe Company b propotlna that the G~neraUna 

Performance JocenU•e Factor be ftled on an annual buls 1nstead or~ 

current Jll•month period ftJina. Tbe amount or paperwork produced, 

nlecl IJid processed wm be putty reduced .. a result or th1a ef'for1. 

Mr. Sliva rould you please summarfu what the FPL aysum taraeu are 

for Equlnltnt Anllablllty Factor (EAF) and Avcnae Net Operalln& 

Heat Rate (ANOHR). 

FPL projec:u a wd&ht.ed system equivalent planned outaae factor of 

5.69e aDd a wtlahtecl aynem equlYaleot unplanned outap Cac:tor of 

12.4'K, width yield a wtl&httd l)'lttm equivalent availability or 82.09'o. 

This taraet Includes ~ reruelln& of two nuclear unlt.s durfng the 

October, 1996 through September, 1997 perfod. FPL also projec:U a 

welahtecl l)'lltm annae net operaUna Mat ntt or 9762 BTU/KWH. 

~ dJKuued In ialtr In th!J testimony, !but taraeta rtpreKnl fair and 

IUJOnablr Yaluc:s wbtn compared co blsWrfcal data • I therttore ask 

thai the taraeu for tbelt performance lndlcaton aod the respective 

lmprove.menl/deandatJon ranaes In myltJtlmony be approved by the 

Cornmlalon for FPL. 

Hue you prepared, or caused to ban pnpartd under your dlre~tJon, 

auperv!Jion or control, an eshlblt In thiJ proc:eedlna? 

l 



2 

3 

.. 
5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

ll 

lJ 

lA 

l S 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

4 52 

Yes, I bave. It conslsu or ont docum~nt. ~ nnt pace or this 

document .. an Index to th~ contenll or the document. All other paaes 

an numbf'red acconlln& to th~ latest nvl.slons or the GPIF Manual as 

approv~ by the Commi.Jslon . 

Han you established taraet leniJ or performance for the unlll to be 

considered In establlshJn& the GPIF for FPL 7 

Yes, I ban. Document No. 1, pace~ 6 and 1 cont.aln the lnlormatlon 

IUilUJiarh.lnc the taraets and nnaes ror unlt equhalent aval'-blllty and 

averace nee operatln& beat rates for the sl11tMn (16) ceneratJng units 

wbkh FPL propose. to han considered. That aheets '<en prepared In 

accordance wftb the latest revisions or the GPlf Manual, except that. 

for conslit~ with prtvlous GPIF ftllnp, It IJ neceuary to dlvlde the 

format or Sheet 3.505 or the GPJF Mantallnto two thtets. All or these 

t&rJell bave ~n derhtd utflidn& methodolo&les u adopted In Sec:tlon 

4, SubRctlon 2.3 or the CPIF Mantal. 

Please summarlu FPL'• methodolo&Y for detennlnJnc tqulvalent 

availabiLity tarceta? 

The GPIF Manual nquJns that the equivalent availability target for 

each unit be dttermloed as the dJifennee bottwtfll 100~ and the 1t1m 

or the Planned Outace Factor (PO F) and the Unplanoed Outace Factor 

(UOF). The POF for each unit IJ determined by the lencth or the 

planned outaae durin& the projeded period. The CPIF Manual abo 

requlret ttult the Jum or the most ncent tw.elvt month endln& average 

3 
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1 A. 'I'M sixteen (16) anita whJcb fPL proposes to uu reprcuo! the top 

2 80..4891> or the roru:ut system Mt seouatJon ror the Octobtr, 1996 

3 throqh Stptcmbcr, 1.997 perlocl. Thest unlu were seltdtd In 

4 accorduet wltb the GPIF M1.11ual StctJon 3.1 Ulln& the at.lmated net 

5 aeneratloo ror eacb unit talwJ from tbt produc:IJon costln& simulation 

6 prorram, POWRSVM, wWch forma the bula ror the projected 

1 lenJiu.d rud COSII'ftOnry C.ctor (or the period. 

8 

9 Q. Mr. SUva, from the beat rate tarcets and equl"llent avallabDity rante 

10 proj«ttoas, do fPL '1 aeneratlon perlonnance tlraetl reprutnl 1 

11 reasonable lenJ or etrlclency? 

u A. Yes. To rully appreciate why theft wceuare reasonable, and In some 

J3 cues ambitious, It would bt necessary to d.1sc:uu the de,~lopment or 

I 
I• 

b.ltb tbt beat rate and availability tlr&eta for each or the I!It~a (16) 

IS un.lts In the CPIF. However, a les~ ri&orol.l5 approach of comparin1 

16 wd&hted •yattm vallles or tbeK tlrJtlS to adUal values for prior 

17 periods will provide a valuable lnsi&bt Into t.be appropriateness or the 

18 tlr&tts. 

19 Q. Does tbls conclude your testimony? 

20 A. V es, It does. 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

(By Hr. Childs) Mr. Silva, would you please 

summarize your testimony. 

A Yes, sir. The purpose of my testimony 

related to Issue 11a, which includes the documents I'm 

sponsoring, is to put in the proper pers~ectivo tho 

nuclear outages of St . Lucie 1 during August and 

September of 1995. 

In my testimony I, one, explain the effect 

on the calculation of the generating performance 

incentive factor, GPIF, rewards and penalties through 

the April through September of ' 95 period of the 

shutdowns of St . Lucie Unit 1 during August and 

September of 1995, and the outage that occurred on 

July 10, 1995 . 

My testimony also compares the performance 

of St. Lucie 1 and FPL's other nuclear units to the 

GPIF targets for the pe~iod in wltich these outages 

occurred as well as the availability of the plants in 

the nuclear industry in general. 

Tho plant outage at St. Lucie 1 during 

August and September 1995 which followed the shutdown 

caused by Hurricane Erin have lesultod in a GPIF 

equivalent availability factor net penalty to FPL of 

$2 . 6 million during the April through September 1995 

25 period. That has already been incurred by FPL. 
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1 Regarding the other outage, the 34-hour 

2 outage of St. Lucie 1 on July 10, 1995, due to the 

3 vehicle lodged in the discharge canal, these off-line 

4 hours that the plant experienced have already been 

5 authorized by the commission for elimination from the 

6 GPIF reward/penalty calculation, consistent with the 

7 GPIF rule and the manual since all parties stipulated 

8 at a prior hearing that that outage was externally 

9 cause; meaning it ~as not the fault of or caused by 

10 FPL . 

11 Now regarding the performance of fp~· ~ 

12 nuclear units, it should be noted that for the first 

13 four months of the period of April through 

14 September -- in other words, the months of April 

15 through July of 1995, the availability of St. Lucie 

16 Unit 1 was 97t, or about 3.4t higher than that unit's 

17 GPIF availability target, which was 93.6\ . 

18 For the six-month period -- and I might add 

19 that for the six- month period St. Lucie 1 operated 

20 with an availability that was equal to the industry 

21 average for 1995 inspite of the outages in August and 

22 September. 

23 Concerning the other nuclear units, the 

24 average availability of those other nuclear units for 

25 the entire April through September '95 period was 93\ 
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1 availability, which is 5.8\ higher than their GPIF 

2 target, which had boon 87.2. In fact, during the last 

J three years the availability of St. Lucie 1 has been 

4 9.3\ higher lhan that of the industry average. 

5 Now, ono offoct of that hlghor ovollnbility 

6 is that a savings of $33.5 million to tho customers 

7 over that period. Now, what I mean by a savings is 

8 that if the unit had operated at the industry average 

9 the cost to tho customer would have been ~33.5 million 

lO higher . But by operating so much bettor than average 

11 this savings was realized. 

12 Tho other effect of operating so o(fcctively 

13 over the last throe years is that the St. Lucu~ 1 

14 performance targEOts and GPir have boon olovnted each 

15 year. It was 73\ availability in 1991 to 77\ in '93, 

16 growing up t~ 93~ in 1995. So tho target keeps 

17 getting tougher to meet. And it we had not improved, 

18 if we had not improved our performance nnd, therefore, 

19 raised tho target each year, tho replacement !uel co~t 

20 calculated at a 73\ availability would have been zero. 

21 Because that's essentially what we achieved in that 

22 period. 

23 Now, tho o!foctive operation ot nuclear 

24 units is not limited to st. Lucio 1. FPL'G nuclear 

25 ava1lability for 1995, all four plants, was 83.6\. It 
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1 was only 75 . 7\ for the in~ustry. Agdin, if we apply 

2 the difference and say if our units that operated at 

J the induRtry average, then we calculate thol the 

4 customer would have paid $32 . 5 million more in 1995 as 

5 a result. So we ' ve operated our plants much better 

6 than average recently and for a number of years to the 

7 benefit of our customers . 

8 These comparisons show thnt because of 

9 effective management and work implementation, 

10 st. Lucie 1 pert'ormance has been significantll' better 

11 than the nuclear industry average. And in tho case of 

12 the outages at St. Lucie 1 during Augul't Lhen 

13 September of ' 95, FPL has already rocetved the GPlF 

14 penalty as intended by the Commission. Any other 

15 penalty or disallowance for outages over such a short 

16 period of time, which ignore St. Lucie l's excellent 

17 performan~e over one, two, three yoa~s would be 

18 inappropriate. 

19 This concludes my summary. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

HR . CHILDS: Tender Mr. Silva !or cross. 

KB. JtAOFKAN: No. 

COMMISSIONER D~SON : Staff? 

?LORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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1 HB. JOHNSON: I do hftVe a couple . 

2 CROSS EXAMINATION 

J BY MS. JOHNSON: 

Mr . Silva, you refer to Order No. 10168 in 

5 your test imony on Page 3, corr ect? 

6 

7 

A 

A 

Correct? 

Yes . 

8 Q And you indicate t hat the commission has 

9 recogni zed adj us t ments to GPIF for externally caused 

10 events, correct? 

11 

~2 

Yes . 

Is t here any ref erence in that order to tho 

13 fact that an externally caused event may necessarily 

~4 not i nvolve management imprud~nce? Let me restate 

15 that . 

16 Is ther e any reference in the Order 10168 

17 that would pr eclude a disallowance n( replacement 

18 energy costs for outages due to externally caused 

19 events? 

20 Not to my knowledge. But I would submit 

21 that that question is almost moot in the sense the 

22 GPIF is intended to reward and penalize a utility for 

23 better or worse than target performance. ThA 

24 GPIP rule established by the Commisuion sets aside 

25 some events that it recognizes as being externally 
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1 caused, to be removed from the calculation of rewards 

2 and penalties. In essence that says to me that the 

3 commission recognizes these externally caused events, 

4 among which, for example , is Hurricane Erin causing 

5 the required shutdown of the unit for a tew days. 

6 That when the externally caused P.Vents occur, it ' s not 

7 the fault or the responsibility of the company. 

8 Therefore, those that are agreed upon are externally 

9 caused events are removed from the calculation, and, 

10 therefore from any other penalty that the Company 

11 might incur. The only question is whether we agree 

12 that an event is externally caused, i.e. not the fault 

13 of the company. 

14 And what the order does say is that this is 

15 an externally caused event, and the implication to me 

16 is, therefore, not the fault of the Company, so no 

17 penalty should be applied to the company as a result. 

18 Q But the order does not spaak to the fact 

19 that any outages resulting from an externally cauoed 

20 event would necessarily prevent the Comminsion from 

21 disallowing replacement energy costs; yes or no? 

22 A The order does not say that ar.d it was never-

23 asked to address that issue. 

2 4 Q If FPL had kept the gate locked rather than 

25 leaving it in its open position, would the evont have 
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1 not occurred? 

2 

3 

A 

4 questions . 

5 

6 

7 

8 

I don ' t know. 

MS. J OHNSON: Staff has no fucther 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Redirect . 

MR. CHILDS: I have no redirect. 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Exhibits . 

KR . CHILDS : Yes . I would like to move into 

9 e v idence Exhibit 1, 2, 3 and 4. 

10 COKKISSIONZR DEASON: Without objections 

11 e xhibition 1, 2 , 3 and 4 are admitted. 

12 (Exhibits 1, 2, 3 and 4 received in 

13 evi dence . ) 

14 HR. CHILDS: Call Ms. Morley. We're now 

15 mov ing to Issue llb. I would call to the Commission's 

16 attention that the testimony that Ms. Morely is 

17 sponsoring as to this issue •• Ms. Morely has adoptP.d 

18 the testimony of Mr. Birkett who was FPL ' s witness 

19 when the testimony was originally filed. So she is 

20 now adopting his testimony . His prefiled testimony 

21 dated June 24, 1996, addresses this subject at Page 6, 

22 I believe, beginning at Line 11, continuing through 

23 Line 2 of Page a. This testimony was adopted by 

24 Ms . Morley ' s profiled testimony dated 7 - 30-96. So 

25 when I refer to the testimony I ' m going to be 
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1 referring to both of those sets, CommissiGners. 

2 COKMISSIONBR DEASON: Very well . 

3 - - -

4 ROSEMARY MORLEY 

5 was called as a witness on behalf of Florida Power ~ 

6 Light Company and, having been duly sworn, testified 

7 as follows : 

a DIRECT EXAMINATION 

9 BY HR . CHILDS • 

10 

11 

0 

A 

Would you be state your name and address? 

Rosemary Morely, 9250 West Flagler, Miami, 

12 Florida 33174. 

13 By who~ are you employed and in what 

14 capacity? 

15 A By Florida Power and Light. I'm the Manager 

16 of Rates and Tariff Administration. 

17 Do you have before you a document which is 

18 the supplemental testimony of Rosemary l-1orely in this 

19 docket 960001- EI? 

20 A Yes, I do. 

21 0 Which adopts the testimony of Mr. Birkett? 

22 A Yes, I do. 

23 Q Do you have any changes or corrections to 

24 make to that testimony? 

25 I would like to make a change to the 
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1 testimony of Barry T . Birkett in Docket 96000J-EI , 

2 filed on June 24th, which I adopted as my own on July 

3 30th . 

4 The change I would like to make is on 

5 Page 7, Line 7, and I would like to replace the word 

6 "depreciation" with "amortization". 

7 The word "depreciation" is appropril}tely 

8 used in referring to capital projects; tho cost of the 

9 thermal uprate is being recorded as an O&M item. 

10 Therefore, ••amortization•• is the more appropriate 

11 term. 

12 C With that chang~ do you adopt this as your 

13 testimony? 

14 A Yes, I do. 

15 HR. CHILDS: We ask that the prepared 

16 testimony of Mr . Morely that I 've identified, which 

17 incorporates Mr. Birkett ' s prepared testimony, be 

18 inserted into the record as though read . 

19 COMMISSIONER DEASON: Without objection it 

20 will be so inserted. 

21 XR. CHILDS: I believe that the documents 

463 

22 that are being sponsored I'm not sure, thoro are no 

23 documents on this issue; is that correct? 

24 WITHES& KORL!Y: That's correct. 

25 
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1 Q. 

2 A. 

3 

4 

s Q 

6 A. 
I 

7 

8 

9 

10 Q. 

11 

12 A. 

13 

14 

15 

18 

17 

18 

BEFORE TME FLORIDA PUIUC SERVIC~ COMMISSION 

FLORIDA POWER • LIGHT COMPANY 

SUFPLEMENTAL TESnMONY OF ROSEMARY MORLEY 

DOCKET NO. 980001-EI 

July 30,1tie 

Pleue atate your name and addreu. 

4 6 4 

My name Is Rosemary Mor1ey and my business address Is 9250 

West Flagler Street. Miami, Florida 33174. 

By whom are you employed and In what capacity? .. 
I am employed by Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) as the 

acting Manager of Rates and Tariff Administration, taking the place 

of Barry T. Blrtuttt. 

Pleaae describe your educ.tlonal and profeaalonal background 

and experience. 

I received a Bachelor of Arts degree wl1h honoraln Economics from 

the Unlvershy of Maryland In 1979 and a Muter of Alta degree in 

Economics from Northwaatem Unlveralty In 1981. I joined FPL In 

1983 u an analyat In the Load Fc.recuting Group. After holding 

positions of Increasing responsibility In varlous forecasting and 

planning functlona. I joined the Ral8 Departrner•t u a Senior Coat 

of Service Analyat In 1987. Since that time, I have held varioua 

1 
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1 positions In the department ln~lng Super.Uor of Colt of S.rvlee 

2 Studies (1 890·1883), Principal Rate Analylt (1893-188e) and Rate 

3 Development Manager (1998). 

4 

5 Q. What are your reaponalbiiiU.. an du11ea aa acting Manager of 

6 Ratea ond Tertff Admlnlatratlon? 

7 A. I am responslt:le for FPL'a retail and wholesale rataa and coat of 

8 aerAce activities. In addition, I will sponsor rete related testimony 

9 In dockets before the Florida Public SerAce Commission and the 

10 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). 

11 

12 Q. Whet Ia the purpoae of your testimony? 
I 

13 A. The purpose ol my testimony Is to adopt Mr. Birkett's testimony and 

14 supporting schedules/exhibits found In Docket No. 960001-EI, 

15 Levellzed Fuel Cost Recovery and Capacity Cost Recovery Final 

16 True-Up and Projoctlons filed with the Commission on May 20, 

17 1996 and June 24, 1996, respectively. I have Independently 

18 reviewed Mr. Birkett's teltlmony and supporting schedules/exhibits 

19 and adopt them u my own. 

20 

21 Q. Ooea thla conclude your teatfmony. 

22 A. Yea, It doea. 

2 



1 a. 

2 A. 

3 

4 

5 a. 

6 A. 

, 
7 

8 

9 

10 a. 

11 A. 

12 

13 a. 

14 A. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

BEFORE niE FLORIDA PUBUC SERVICE COMMISSION 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY OF ROSEMARY MORLEY 

DOCKET NO. 980001-EI 

August 20, 1996 

Pleaae alate your name and addre11. 

4 6 c 

My name is Rosemary Morley and my business address is 9250 

West Aagler Street, Miami, Florida 33174. 

By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

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

acting Manager of Rates and Tariff Administration, taking the place 

of Barry T. Birkett who has left FPL. 

Have you previously tcatifled In thla docket? 

Yes, I have. 

What Is the purpose of your testimony? 

The purpose of my testimony is to revise the estimated/actual true· 

up amount for April 1996 through September 1996 by including 

actual data for June and July 1996. I have provided revised fuel 

factors for the Company's rate schedules for the period October 

1996 through September 1997. These revised factors are to 

1 
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1 replace those flied by Barry T. Birkett on June 24, 1996 and 

2 adopted by me on July 30, 1996. 

3 

4 Q. Have you prepared any achedulea that reflect these revl•lona? 

5 A. Yes. Attachment I contains the Fuel Cost Recovery schedules that 

6 reflect these revisions and Attachment II contains Commission A· . , 
7 Schedules for June and July 1996. 

8 

9 Q. Pleaae explain the reaeon1 for these revisions. 

10 A. The variance for June 1996 Is $23 million. rhls variance Is due 

11 primarily to a $14.8 million Increase In Jurisdictional Fuel Costs and 

.. 
12 a $8.1 million decoea.se in Jurisdiction&! Fuel Revenues (see 

13 Attachment I, Page 3). The Increase in Total Jurisdictional Fuel 

14 Costs Is primarily due to higher than projected use of heavy oil. 

15 Heavy oil generation was 81 A% higher than projected. This 

16 Increase was caused by lower than projected generatl"n from 

17 nuclear (33.1 %), natural gas (5%) an~ coal (7%) (see Schedule A3 

18 for the month of June 1996 provided In Attachment II). The 

19 deCfease In Jurisdictional Fuel Revenues Is due to an error in the 

20 calculation of estimated revenues for June. The mid-course 

21 correction factor for July 1996 was Inadvertently used In this 

2.2 calculation. 

23 

24 The varlane6 for July 1996 Is $37 million. This variance Is primarily 

2 

I 
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due to a .-.3% higher than projected Net Energy For Load causing 

2 more heavy oil to be burned ($20.9 million), more purchased power 

3 to be utilized ($6.8 million) and less power sold ($6.7 million) (see 

4 Attachment I, Page 4). The unit cost of heavy oil was $.27 per 

5 barrel lower than projected which slightly offset ihe heavy oil 

6 variance. Gas prices were $.50 per MCF higher than projected 

7 resulting In a $10.6 million variance that waa offset by $1.1 million 

8 because less gas than projected was used (see Schedule A3 for 

9 the month of July 1996 provided In Attachment II). 

10 

11 a. 

12 

13 A. 

14 

What Ia the total underrecovery Included In the fuel factors for 

the period October 1996 through Septt>mber 1997? 

In the June 2•. 1996 filing, FPL Included a final true-up amount of 

$17,175,052 for the period October 1995 through March 1996 and 

15 an estlmatecllactuel true-up amount of $88.480,000 for the period 

16 April 1996 through September 1996. This $88,4&0,000 

17 estimated/actual true-up amount was based on two months of 

18 actual data for April and May 1996 and four months of revised 

19 estimates lor June through September 1996. 

20 

21 FPL now proposes to revise this estimatecllactual true-up tlmount 

22 to Include an additional $60,555,5•7 underrecovery to reflect ~ctual 

23 data for June and July 1998, therefore using four months of actual 

24 data for April through July 1996 and two months of estimated data 

3 



469 

for August and September 1596. This results in an 

2 estlmatedlactualtrue·up amount, including lnturest of $149,035,54 7. 

3 This estimated/actual underrecovery of $1<49,035,547 for the April 

4 through September 1996 plus the final true-up underrecovery of 

5 $17,157,052 for tha Octo'ber 1995 through September 1996 period 

6 results In a total underrecovery of $166,192,598 to be recovered In 

7 the October 1996 through September 1997 poriod (Attachment I. 

8 Pages 7 and 8). 

9 

10 a. What Ia the proposed revlaed Ieveii zed fuel factor for which the 

11 Company requeata approval? 

1~ A. 

13 

The proposed six-month levelized fuel factor is 2.204 ¢per kWh, as 

shown on Schedule E1 (Attachment I, Page 5). Time of Use 

14 factors are provided on Schedule E1·0 (Attachment I, Page 9) and 

15 Fuel Factors by Rate Class are provided on Schedule E1·E 

16 (Attachment I, Page 1 0). 

17 

18 a. What will be the charge for a Residential customer ualng 1,00 0 

19 kWh effective October 1996? 

20 A. The total residential bill, excluding taxes and franchise fees, for 

21 1,000 kWh will be $78.82. The base bill for 1,000 kWh Ia ~7,46, 

22 the Fuel Cost Recovery charve from Schedule E1·E (Attachment I. 

23 Page 10) for a rosldenUal customer Is $22.09, tho Conurvatlon 

24 charge Is $2.09, the Capacity Cost Recovery charge Is $6.21, the 
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1 Environmental Cost Recovery charge Is $.17 and the Gross 

2 Receipts Tax Is $.80. A Residential Bill Comparison (1 ,000 kWh) 

3 Is presented in Schedule E10 (Attachment I, Page 11). 

4 

5 Q . Ooea thla conclude your testimony? 

6 A. Yes, It does. 

5 
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1 Q. 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

TESTIMONY OF B.T. BIRKETT 

DOCKET NO. 980001-EI 

~y 20,1996 

4 7 1 

Please state your name, business addron, employer and 

2 position. 

3 A My name 1s Barry T Blr1~E'tt and my business address •s 9250 West 

4 Flagler Street M18tr.t, Flol.da 33174 I am employed by Flon~a Power 

5 & Light Company (FPL) as Manager of Rates and Tanff 

6 Admtntsltation 

7 

8 Q. 

9 A 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Q. 

A 

Have you previously testified In this docket? 

Yes. I have 

What Ia the purpose of y our testimony In thla proceeding? 

The purpose of my test•mony 1s to present the schedules necessary 

to support the actual Fuel Cost Recovery Clause (FCR) and Capac1ty 

14 Cost Recovery etause (CCR) Net True-Up amounts for the penod 

15 Octob6r 1995 through March 1996 The Net True-Up lor FCR ts an 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

a. 

A 

a. 

A 

47L 

underrecovery 1nclud1ng Interest. 01$17, '57.052 The Net True-Up 

for CCR 1s an overrecovery, .nclud1ng 1nterest of $28.92;',083 I am 

requesbng Comm1sS10n approval to Include these true-up 2mounts in 

the calculation of the FCR and CCR factors respectively for the period 

October 19961hrough March 1997 

Have you prepared or caused to be prepared under your 

direction, aupervlslon or control an exhibit In this proceeding? 

Yes. I have It c.onsists or two appendices AppendiX 1 contams the 

FCR related schedules and AppendiX II conta1ns th" CCR related 

schedules FCR Schedules A-1 through A-13 for the Oct.,ber 1995 

through March 1996 pe"lod have been filed monthly w.th the 

Comm,ssoOn are served on all pan•es and are .ncorporated hereto by 

reference 

What Is the source of the data which you will present by way of 

testimony or exhibits In this proceodlt,g? 

Unless otherv11se 1nd1cated. the actual data 1s taken from the bOOks 

and records of FPL The books and records are kept 1n the regula· 

course or our bus•ness '" accordance w.th generally accepted 

accountmg pnnetples and prac11ces and prOVISIOns of the Uniform 

System or Accounts as prescnbed by this Comm1ss•on 

2 



4 73 

FUEL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE (FCR) 

2 

3 a. Please explain the calculation of the Net True-up Amount. 

4 A Appendix I. page 3, eni.Jtled "Summary of Net True-Up", shows the 

5 calculation of the Net True-Up for the six-month penod October 1995 

6 through March 1996. an underrecovery or $17,157,052, whtch I am 

7 requestmg be tncluded m the calculaoon of the Fuel Cost Recovery 

8 Factor for the penod October 1996 through March 1997 7he 

9 calculabon of the 11\Je-up amount for the perted follows the procedures 
... 

10 established by th1s Comm1ss10n as set forth on Commts~ton Schedule 

1 1 A·2 "Calculation of True-Up and Interest Prov1s1on" 

12 

13 The actual End-of-Penod underrecovery for the stx-month penod 

14 October 1995 through March 1996 of $81 .698,246 shown on hne 1 

15 tess the estimated/actual End-of-Penod underrecovery for the same 

16 penod of SG4.536.189 sho.,.m on line 2 that wa'" 1ncluded 10 the 

17 calculation of the Fuel Cost Recovery Factvr for the penod April 1996 

18 through September 1996 adJusted to reflect Otl Backout (080) 

19 Revenues resulting from back btlhngs shown on hne 3. results 1n thE' 

20 Net True-Up for the stx-month penod October 1995 through March 

21 1996 shown on 11ne 4. an underrecovery of $17,157.052 

22 

23 a. Have you provided a schedule showing the variance• botween 

24 actuals and estlmated/actuals? 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

A 

Q. 

A 

474 
Yes Appendix 1 page 4 ent1tled ·calculation of F1r at True-up 

Vanances· shows the actual fuel costs and revenues COI'T'pared to the 

esllmated/actuals for the penoo October 1995through March 1996. 

What WII the variance In fuel costs? 

As shown on Appendtx I, page 4 ltne A7 actual tuel costs on a Total 

7 Company basts were $33.2 milhon htgher than the estimated/actual 

8 projection Th1s vanal'lce 1S pnmanty due to a S57 0 mtlhon tncrease 

9 1n the Fuel Cost cf System Net Generation, offset by a S15 6 mtlhon 

10 increase In the Fuel Cost of Power Sold, a S3 3 mlltton decrease the 

11 Fuel Cost of Purchased Power and a SS 1 mllhon decrease tn the 

12 Energy Cost of Economy Purctlases The tncrease tn the Fuel Cost 

13 or System Net Generation was pnmanly due to an 8 3% Increase In 

14 heavy 011 pnces resulting from htgher than projected crude 011 pnces 

15 reftechng a colder than normal wmter and extremely low crude ott 

16 inventory levels The tncrease In the Fuel Cost of P\)wer Sold was 

17 due to h1gher than projected demand (524.000 MWH) due to colder 

18 than normal weather throughout the Southeast regton The decrease 

19 tn the Fuel Cost of Purchased Power was due to lower than projected 

20 purchases from So-.Jthem Company due to COlder than normal weather 

21 throughout the Southeast regton The decrease 1n the Energy Cost of 

22 Economy Purchases was due to the unave~tlabtftly of low cost economy 

23 energy due to colder than normal weather throughout the Southeast 

24 reg1on 
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A. 

a. 

A 

a. 

A. 

4 7 5 

What was the variance In retail ijurlsdlcllonal) Fuel Coat 

Recovery re\"mues? 

As shown on line 01 , actual jurisdictional Fuel Cost Recovery 

revenues, net of revenue taxes. were $14.9 million higher than the 

estimated/actual projectJon This increase was due to higher 

junsdlcttonal kWh sales Jurisdictional sales were 836,242,704 kWh 

(2.3%) higher than the estimated/actual projection 

How Is Real Time Pricing (RTP) reflected In the c.tlculatlon of the 

Net True·up Amount? 

In the determination ol Junsd1ct1onal kWh sales. only kWh sales 

assoc1ated With RTP ba!>ehne load are Included consistent With 

proJeCtions (AppendiX 1 page 4 Line C:l) In the determ1nat1on of 

JunsdiCtiOnal Fuel Costs. revenues assooated with RTP Incremental 

kWh sales are 1ncluded as 100% Reta11 (Appendix 1. page 4, l.Jne 

04c) in order to offset incremental fuel used to gen"rate these kWh 

sales 

CAPACITY COST RECOVERY CLAUSE (CCR) 

Please explain tho calculation of tho Net Truo·up Amount. 

Appendix 11. page 3. entitled "Summary of Net True. Up Amount" shOv.s 

5 • 
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476 

the calculation of the Net True-Up for t.he Stx-month penod October 

1995 throuwh March 1996. an overrecovery of S28.1127.083. wtt1ch 1 

am requesting to be tncluded in the next proJection p&nod 

5 The actual End-of-Penod overrecovery for the stx-month period 

6 October 1995 through March 1996 of $67,886.374 shown on hne 1 

7 less the est1matedlactual End-of-Penod overrecovery for the same 

8 period of $38,959,291 shown on hne 2 thai was 1ncluded 1n the 

9 Capaeuy Cost Recovery Factor for the penod April 1998 through 

10 September 1998. results 1n the Net True·UP for the s1x-month penod 

11 October 1995 through March 1996 shown on hne 3. an overrecovery 

.. 
12 of $28,927,083 

13 

14 a. Have you provided a schedule showing the calculation of the 

15 End-of-Period true-up? 

16 A Yes Appendix II page 4, enuUed "Calcu1a11o.1 of Ftnal True-up 

17 Amount". shows the calculation of the CCR End·Of penoo true-up for 

18 t.he six-mont.h penod October 1995 through March 1996 The End of-

19 Penod true-up shown on hne 14 plus hne 15 is an overrecovery of 

20 $67,886,374 

21 

22 a. Is this true-up calculation co>nslstont with the true-up 

23 methodology used for the other cost recovery ctauaes? 

24 A Yes 111s The calculaoon of the true-up amount follows the proceoures 
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13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
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22 

23 

24 

Q. 

A 

Q. 

A 

4 7 7 

established by th1S CommiSSIOn as set fonh on CommiSSIOn Schedule 

f.-2 ·calculat•on of True-Up and Interest Prov1S1cn" for the Fuel Cost 

Recovery Clause 

Please exp lain the calculation of the Interest prov!slon . 

AppendiX II, page 5. eniJUed "Calculation of Interest Provision", shows 

the calculation of the 1nterest prov1S1on for the penod October 1995 

through March 1996 and follows the same methodology used in 

calculating the Interest prov1s1on for the other cost recovery clauses, 

as prevtously approveo by th1s Comm1SS10n 

The 1nterest prov1s•on ~~ the result of mult1ply1ng the monthly average 

true-up {lme 4) by the monthly average tnteres t rate {line 9) The 

average Interest rate as developed us1ng the 30 day commerc1al paper 

rate as published 10 the Wall Street Joumal on the ftrst bus1ness day 

of the currunt and subsequent months The anterest calculated dunng 

the penod amounts to $1.833.888 as shown on hne 10 

Have you provided a schedule showing the variances between 

actuals and estlmatedlactuals? 

Yes AppendiX II page 6 entotled ~calcu!atoon of Fanar True-up 

variances" shows the actual capacny charges and applicable 

revenues compared to the est1matedtactuals tor the penod Oc1obtri 

1995through March 1996. 
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a. 
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What wu the variance In net capacity charges? 

As shown on line 6. actual net capac1ty charges on a Total Company 

4 baSis were S12 0 m1lhon lower than the e!>llmdtedlact~;:~l projeCtion 

5 Th1s vanance was pnmanly due to lower than expected capacity 

6 payments to the Southam Company for Un•t Power Sales (UPS), 

7 lower than expected capac1ty payments to Quahfy•ng Fac•ht1es (OF's) 

8 and higher than expected Revenues from CapaCity Sares Actual UPS 

9 capaoty charges were S6 9 m111ton tower than pro)ecteo pnm11nly due 

10 to a pr1or penod cred1t adjustment of S6 2 million reflected on the 

11 February and March tnvo•ces .t.ctuat OF capac;,ty charges were S3 0 

12 m11hon lower than projected pnmanly due to the fact that the 

13 lndtantown Cogenerat•on Ltm1ted (tCL) contract was not ehgtble for 

14 capactty payments untJI m1d-December Revenues from CapaCity 

15 Sales were S 1 3 mtlhon h1gher than prOJeCted due to h1gher than 

16 prOJected OpponuOi!y Sales as a result of the colo weather throughout 

17 the Southeast 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

a. 
A 

What was the variance In Capacity Coat Recovery revenues? 

As shown on line 13. actual Capac1ty Cost Recovery re·Jenues. net of 

revenue taxes were S17 1 m•lhon h•gher than the esllmated/ac.tual 

projecuon Th1S 1ncrease was pnmanl; oue to h1~her JUnsdtcuonal 

kWh sales than protected Junsd•cttonal sales were 836,242 704 kWh 

(2 3%) higher than est•matedtactual pro1ect•on 

8 
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Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes. 11 does 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

FLORIDA POWER & UGHT COMPAtN 

TESTIMONY OF BARRY T. BIRKETT 

DOCKET NO. 110001-1:1 

June 2-4, 1tM 

Please state your name and address. 

4 80 

My name IS Barry T Btr1<ett and my business address IS 9250 West 

Flagler Street, Miamt, Flonda 33174. 

By whom are you employed and In what capacity? 

1 am employed by Flonda Power & Light Company (FPL) as the 

7 Manager of Rilles and Tariff Admmlstrallon 

8 

9 a. Have you previously testified In U1ls docket? 

10 A Yes, I have 

11 

12 a. What Is tho purpose of your testimony? 

13 A The purpose of my tesbmOny :s to present for Comm1sslon revtew and 

14 approval the fuel fact()(S for the Company's rate schedules for the 

15 penod October 1996 through March 1997 and the r.3paoty payment 

16 fact()(S for the Company's rate schedules for the penod October 1996 

17 through September 1997 The catculotlon of the fuel factors Is based 

18 on projected fuel cost and opera11011a1 data as set forth in Commtsslon 

1 
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1 Schedules E1 through E10, H1 and other exhibits filed 1n this 

2 proceeding and data p1ev1ously approved by the Commission 

3 

4 In addiUon, my testlmony presents the schedules necessary to support 

5 the colculatlon of the Esllmated/Actual True-up amounts for the Fuel 

6 Cost Rflcovery Clause (FCR) and the Capacdy Cost Recovery 

7 Clause(CCR) for the period April1996 through September 1996. 

8 

9 Q . 

10 

11 A 

Have you prepared or caused to be prepared undor your 

direction, supervlalon or control an exhibit In thla proceeding? 

Yes, I have. It cons1sts of various acheduleslncluded In Appendices 

12 II and Ill Appendix II contains the FCR related schedules and 

13 Appendix Ill conta1ns the CCR related schedules 

14 

15 FCR Schedules A-1 through A-13 for April1996 and May 1996 have 

16 been filed monthly with the Commission, are served on all parties and 

17 are Incorporated herein by reference 

18 

19 Q, 

20 

21 A 

22 

23 

What Is the aource of the data which you will present by way of 

testimony or exhibits In this proceeding? 

Unless othe1W1se mdlceted, the actual data IS taken from the books 

and records of FPL The books and records are kept In the regular 

course of our business in accordance With generally accepted 

24 accounting principles and practices and proviSions of the Unrform 

2 
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System of Accounts as presrtibed by thiS CommiSSIOn 

2 

3 FUEL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

4 

5 a. What Is the proposed level !zed fuel factor for which the Company 

6 requests approval? 

7 A 2 037¢ per kWh Schedule El, Page 3 of Appendix II shows the 

8 calculallon of thiS soc-month levehzed fuel factor Schedule E2 Page 

g 10 of Appendrx lltndlcates the monthly fuel factors for October 1996 

10 through March 1997 and also the six-month levehzod fuel factor for the 

11 periOd 

12 

13 Q. Has the Company developed a alx-month levellzed fuel for Its 

14 Time of Use rates? 

15 A Yes Schedule E1-D, Page 8 of AppendiX II prov1des a sue-month 

16 levehzed fuel fac:or of 2.174¢ per kWh on-peak and 1.984¢ per kWh 

17 off-peak for our Time of Use rate schedules 

18 

19 Q. Were theM calculaUona made In accordance with the procedures 

20 previously approvod In this Docket? 

21 A Yes. they were 

22 

23 Q. What adjuatments are Included In the calculation of the six-

24 month lovollzod fuel factor shown on Scheaule E1, Page 3 of 

3 
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Appendix II? 

2 A As shown on hne 29 of Schedule E 1, Page 3, of AppendiX II the 

3 estJmated/actual fuel cost undtmecovery for the April 1996 through 

4 September 1996 period amounts to $88,480,000 Th1s 

5 estimated/actual undetTeCOvery for the Apr111996 through September 

6 1996 penod plus the final underrecovery of $17,157,052 for the 

7 October 1995 through March 1996 penod results In a total 

8 underrecovery of $105,637,052 This amount, divided by the 

9 projected retail sales or 36.766,448 MWH for October 1996 through 

10 March 1997 results 1n an Increase of .2873¢ per kWh before 

11 applicable revenue taxes In his testimony for tl1e Generaung 

12 Performance Incentive Factor, FPL Witness R Silva calculated a 

13 reward of $1,980,538 for the period ending March 1996. to be applied 

14 to the October 1996 through March 1997 period. This $1,980,538 

15 divided by the projected retail sales of 36,766,448 MWH dunng the 

16 projected period results In an Increase of .0054¢ per kWh, as shown 

17 on line 33 of Schedule E1 , Page 3 of Appendix II. 

18 

19 a. 

20 

21 A 

Please explain the calculation of tho FCR Estimated/Actual True­

up amount you are requestlng this Commission to approve. 

Schedule E1·B. Page 5 of Appendix II shows the calculation of the 

22 FCR EstJmated/Actual True-up amount. The calculatJon of the 

23 estimated/actual true-up amount for the penod April 1996 through 

24 September 1996 1S an underrecovery, 1ne1ud1ng 1nterest. of 

4 
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1 $88,480,000 (Column 7, l1nes C7 plus C8) Thts amount. wnen 

2 combmecl wtth the F1nel True-up underrv..overy of $17,157,052 

3 (Column 7, line C9a) deferred from the penod October 1995 through 

4 March 1996, presented In my F1nal True-up testimony filed on May 20, 

5 1996, results In the End of Period underrecovery of $105,637,052 

6 (Column 7, line C11) 

7 

8 Thus schedule allO provides a summary of the Fuel and Net Power 

9 Transactions (lines A1 through A7), kWh Sales (lines 81 through 83). 

10 Jurisdictional Fuel Revenues (line C1 through C3), the True-up and 

11 lnt.erest calculation (lines C4 through C10) for this penod and the End 

12 of Penod True-up amount (line C 11) 

13 

14 The data for April1996 and May 1996, columns (1) and (2) renects the 

15 actual results of operabons and the data for June 1996 through 

16 September 1996, columns (3) through (6), a1e based on updated 

17 estimates 

18 

19 The vanance calculation of the Estimated/Adual data compared to the 

20 ongltl81 pro)6dlons for the Apnl 1996 tnrough September 1996 JX'nod 

21 1S prov1ded In Schedule E1-8-1 , Page 6 of Appendix II 

22 

23 As shown on lino A5, the vari11nce 1n Total Fuel Costs and Net Power 

24 Transactions Is $108.1 million or a 14 ~% Increase This valiance is 

s 



485 

ma1nly due to a 22 6% .ncrease in Fuel Cost of System Net 

2 Generabon as shown on hne A1a Th1s Increase IS pnmanly due to 

3 Increases 1n natural gas and heavy oil prices renectJng the impacts of 

4 a colder than normol Winter and extremely low crude oil and natural 

5 gas levels 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Q. 

A 

16 Q. 

17 

18 A 

The true-up calculations follo.v the procedures established hv th1s 

Comm1ss100 as set forth on Commtss1on Schedule A2 "Calculation of 

True-Up And Interest Prov1s1on" filed monthly With the Commtssron 

Ia FPL requesting that any other coats be recovered through the 

Fuel Coat Recovery Clause? 

Yes FPL Is requestmg that costs associated With two issues be 

recovered through the Fuel Cost Recovery Clcuse 

Please ~JCplaln the first Issue that FPL Ia requesting to be 

recovered through the Fuel Recovotry Clause. 

FPL IS requesting recovery of the costs assOCiated With the thermal 

19 power uprate of Turkey Potnl Units 3 and 4 As d1scussed 1n the 

20 tesbmony of Claude V1nard, the thermal power uprate of each nuclear 

21 un1t from 2200 megawatts thermal to 2300 megawatts thermal. wtll 

22 increase the output of each rouclear unit by approximately 31 

23 megawatts electnc The units are expected to Increase power by 

24 January 1997 As Mr V1llard testifies, the cost of this thermal power 

6 
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5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 Q. 

12 

13 A 

486 

uprate prOJeCt rs esllmat&d at S10 mrllton 

The Company has estimated that this upratlng will yield fuel savings 

on a net present value basis In excess of See million From January 

1997 throug., December 1998. the fuel savings are projected to 

exceed the cost of this project. therefore. FPL Is requestmg that it 

recover the~ return on rnvestment In this thermal 

power uprate project over thrs two year penod FPL has rnclude<l 

$1,463,620 rn the projected recovery factor for the upcoming penod 

What Ia the basis for requesting recovery of this thennal uprate 

project through the Fuel Coat Recovery Clause? 

The CommrSSIOO in Docket No 650001-EI·B. Order No 14546rssued 

14 on July 8. 1985 stated, regarding the charges appropnately Include~ 

15 in the celculatron of fuel "Fossil fuel-related costa normally recovered 

16 through bass rates but which were not recognl2ed or anlie~pated In the 

17 cost levels used to determine current base rates and whrch. if 

18 expended, will result In fuel savings to c.;stomers Recovery of such 

19 costs should be made on a case by case basrs after Commrssron 

20 approval" 

21 

22 This expendrture Will result rn slgnrfrcant fuel savrngs for FPL's 

23 customers and appears to be the type of a cost whrch the Commission 

24 conlemplated being recovered through the dause For these reasons. 

7 
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FPL behaves that rt 1s appropnate to bnng th1s 1ssue forward for 

2 CommiSSion conslderallon and approval 

3 

4 a. 

5 

6 A 

Please explain the second laaue that FPL Is requesting to be 

recovered through the Fuel Recovery Clause. 

A Peltbon was filed on February 15, 1996 under Doekol No 960182-

7 EQ whereby, rf approvoM1, FPL will be recovenng expenses associated 

8 with the setUement agreement to buy out the Cypress Energy 

9 Company Standard Offer Contract If approved, Staff recommends 

10 that 42 percent of the actual annual setUement agreement payments 

11 should be recovered through the Fuol Cost Recovt.ry Clause and 58 

12 percent should be nacovered through the CapaCity Cost Recovery 

13 Clause. 

14 

15 The pebllon for approval to recover costs associated With the 

16 termination of the Standard Offer Contract is scheduled to go before 

17 the Commission on June 2!i. 1996. one day after this clause fil1ng, 

18 therefore. per Staffs recommendation, FPL has tncluded 42 percent. 

19 or 55,220,180 of the actual annual settlement agreement payments 

20 in the October 1996 throuah March 1997 Fuel Cost Recovery Clau~a 

21 and 58 percent, or $8.768,730 of the actual annual settlement 

22 agreement payments 1n the October 1996 through September 1997 

23 Capacity Payment Recovery Clause. 

24 

8 
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2 

3 a. 

4 

5 A. 

4 a a 

CAPACITY PAYMENT RECOVERY CLAUSE 

Ia FPL proposing any changes to the Implementation of the 

Capacity Coat Rscovery Clause flUng? 

Yes. it Is FPL Is proposing that the Capacity Cost Recovery Clause 

6 filing be made on an annual bas1s rather than the cu1rent semi-annual 

7 baSIS 

8 

9 Q. Please explain why FPL Ia proposing this change? 

10 A Fd1ng on an annual basts wtlllevellze the Impact of the clause o.1 our 

1 1 aJStomera' roles since seasonal fluctuations In sales will be £VOided 

12 In add1tlon, filing on an annual basis wall greatly reduce the amount of 

13 paperwork produced, filed and processed by FPL. the Commission. 

14 

15 

16 a. 

17 A 

18 

and other partJes 

Please describe Page 3 of Appendix IV. 

Page 3 of AppendiX Ill prov1des a summary of the requested capaCity 

payments for the proJected penod of October 1996 through March 

19 1997 Total recoverable capacity payments amount to $430,838.159. 

20 and Include payments of $207,711,591 t(l non-cogenerators. 

21 payments of S323,734,6n to oogeneratora and $8,768,730 of M1ssion 

22 Settlement payments This amount is offset by revenues from 

23 capacity soleS of $2,600,155 and $56,945.592 of Jurisdictional capacity 

24 related payments included In base rates plus the net overrecov&ry of 

9 
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1 S42,305, 151 reflected on ltne 9. ille net overrecovery of $42,305,151 

2 mcludes the final overrecovery of 528,927,083 for the October 1995 

3 through Marett 1996 period less the estimated/actual overrecovery of 

4 $13,378,06e for the April1996 through September 1996 penod 

5 

6 Q. Will FPL be requesting recovery of any other costa through the 

7 Capacity Cost Recovery Clause? 

8 A. Yes. As discussed previously in the Fuel Recovery Clause section of 

9 my testimony and stated above. FPL has included 58 percent 

10 ($8,768,730) of the actual annual settlement agreement payments 

11 associated W11h the buy-ou1 of the Cypress Energy Company Standard 

12 Offer Contract in the calculation of the Capacity Cost Recovery factor 

13 for the period October 1996 through September 1997 

14 

15 Q. Please describe Page 4 ~of Appendix Ill. 

16 A. Page 4 of AppendiX Ill calculates the allocation factors for demand and 

17 energy at generabon. The demand allocation factors are calculated 

18 by determining the percentage each rate class contributes to the 

19 monthly system peaks. The energy allocators are calculated by 

20 determining the percentag~ each rate conttibU1es to total kWh sale~. 

21 as adjusted for tosses. for each rate class 

22 

23 Q. Please describe Pago 5 of Appendix Ill. 

24 A. Page 5 or Appendix Ill presents the calculation or the proposec 

10 
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1 Capacity Payment Recovery Clause (CCR) factors by rate class 

2 

3 a. 
4 

5 A. 

Please explain the calculation of the CCR Estimated/Actual True· 

up amount you are requesting this Commission to approve. 

Appendix Ill, page 6. shows the calculatlon or the CCR 

6 Estimated/Actual True-up amount. The EstJmated/Actual True-up for 

7 the period April 1996 through Septamber 1996 is an overrecovery, 

8 Including Interest, of $13,378,068 (Column 7, llnes 14 plus 15) ThiS 

9 amount, plus the Final True-up overrecovery of $28,927,083 (Column 

10 7, line 17) deferred from the period Oct.ober 19951tvough March 1996, 

11 presented In my Final True-up testimony filed on May 20, 1996, results 

12 In the End of Period w&rr'tiCXJVery of $42,305,151 (Column 7, line 19} 

13 

14 a. 

15 

16 A. 

17 

Ia thl• true-up calculation consistent with the true-up 

methodology used for the other cost recovery clauses? 

Yes it Is The calculation of the true-up amount follows the procedures 

established by this Commission as set forth on Commission Schedule 

18 A2 "CaicuieUon of True-Up and interest Provision" for the Fuel Cos'! 

19 Recover)' clause. 

20 

21 The resulting overrecovery of $42,305,151 has been Included ln the 

22 calculaUon of the Capacity Cost Recovery factor for the penoa 

23 Oct.ober 1996 through September 1997. 

24 

11 



a. 

2 A. 

3 
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Please explain the ~leulatlon of the lnttreat Provlalon. 

AppendllC' Ill, page 7. shows the calculaUon of the Interest prov1s10n 

and follows the same methodology used In calculatJr.g the rnterest 

4 provision for the other cost recovery clauses. as prev1oualy approved 

5 by thrs CommiSSIOn. 

6 

7 The rntereat proVlSIO:l is the result of multJplying the monthly average 

8 tr\J&.tlp amount (hne 4) ~~mea the monthly average rnterest rate (lrne 9) 

9 The average Interest rate for the months reflecting actual data 11 

10 developed using the 30 day commercial paper rate as published in the 

11 Wall Street Joumal on the first business day of the current and 

12 subsequent months The average 1nterest rate for the proJected 

13 months IS the actual rate as of the first busin11ss day rn Jun& 1996. 

14 

15 a. Have you provided a schedule showing the variances between 

16 the EatJmatedJAetuala and the Oflglnal Projectlona? 

17 A. Yes. Appendix Ill, page 8, shows the Estlmated/Actual capaCity 

18 charges and applicable revenues oompar"XX to the ong1nal projectlons 

19 for the period 

20 

21 a. 

22 A. 

Whit Ia the vartanc:e rea-ted to capacity charges? 

The vanancc related to capacity charges Is a $9.0 million decrease 

23 This variance Is primarily due to a S10 4 million decrease 1n Unit 

24 Power (UPS) CapaC11y Charges This decrease Is pnmanly due to 

12 
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poor penod adJustments of S9 1 mrlhon ren'.lcted on the Apnl and May 

2 lnvorces. 

3 

4 Q. 

5 A. 

6 

7 

8 

9 Q. 

What Ia the variance In Capacity Coat Recovery revenuea? 

As shown on hne 13. Capacity Cost Recovery revenues. net of 

revenue taxes, are N1W esbmated to be $2.7 million higher than 

ongtnally projected 

What effective date Ia the Company requesting for the new 

10 tactora? 

11 A The Company Is requesting that the new FCR factors become 

12 effective wrth customer billings on cycle day 3 of October 1996 and 

13 continue through Customer bUlings on cycle day 2 of March 1997 and 

1.. that the new CCR factors become etfectNe wrth customer btlllng3 on 

15 cycle day 3 of October 1996 and continue through cycle day 2 of 

16 September 1997. This will provide for 6 months of billing on the FCR 

17 factors and 12 months of billing on the CCR factors for all our 

18 customers 

19 

20 Q. 

21 

22 A. 

What will be the charge for a Resldtntlal customer using 1,000 

kWh offoctlvo October 11H7 

The total resldenbal bill, excluding taxes and franchise fees, for 1,00\i 

23 kWh Will be $77.12. The base bill for 1,000 resldontJal kWh Is $47.48, 

24 the fuel cost recovery charge from Schedule E1-E, Page 9 or 

13 
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1 Appendix II for a resid~:ntial wstomer ts $20.41, the Conservation 

2 charge Is $2.09. the Capacity Cost Recovery charge Is $8.21 , the 

3 Envii"'Ovnental Cost Recovery charge IS $.17 and the Gross Recetpls 

4 Tax Is $.78. A Resldentlel Bill Comparison (1 ,000 kWh) 18 presented 

5 In Schedule E10. Page 39 of Appendtx II 

6 

7 Q. 

A 

Doea thlt conclude your testimony. 

Yes, it does 

14 



1 (By Mr . Childs) Would you please summarize 

2 your testimony? 

3 ~ I ' m hero to address Iaeuo llb, Page 18 and 

4 issue No . 24a, Page 24 of the Prehearing Order . 

5 FPL at this time is requesting recovery of 

6 $1,463,620 in cost during the period of October 1996 

7 through March 1997 for the thermal power upratc of 

8 Turkey Point Unlt3 3 and 4. This uprate will yield 

9 fuel sav i ng on a net present value basis in excess of 

10 $88 million after d educting for 10 million in 

11 implementation cost also . 

12 Prom January 1997 through Decembet 1998 the 

13 fuel savings are projected to exceed the cost ~f this 

14 uprate. Therefore, FPL's requesting that it recover 

15 the amortization of this uprate over this two-year 

16 period. 

17 In Docket 850001-EI, Order 14~46, issued on 

18 July 8th, 1985, tho Commission stated that fossil fuel 

19 related costs normally recovered throYgh base rates, 

20 but which were not recognized or anticipated in the 

21 cost levels used to determine current base rates, and 

22 which expended will result in fuel savin~a ~o 

23 customers should be included in the calculation of the 

24 fuel cost recovery clause factors, subject to 

25 commission approval and review. 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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1 Since this uprate will result in si9niticant 

2 fuel savings for FPL's customer, and thP associated 

3 cost is of the type which the commission has 

4 previously allowed to be recovered through the fuel 

5 clause, FPL believes it is appropriate to bring this 

6 issue forward for Col1llllission consideration and 

7 approval. 

8 In addition, FPL at this time is proposing 

9 that the capacity cost recovery clause filing be made 

10 on an annual basis. Just as the conservation cost 

11 recovery clause is currently being filed. 

12 Filing on an annual basis levelizes the 

13 clause becaus~ sales tend to vary seasonally. In 

14 addition, filing annually will reduce the cost of 

15 filing for FPL, the Commis~ion and other parties. 

16 This concludes my summary. 

17 MR . CHILDS: We tender Ms. Morcly for cross 

18 examination. 

19 

20 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Mrs. Kaufman. 

MS. 10\UJ'MA.N: Thank yon, Mr. Doason. 

21 CROSS EXAMINATION 

2 2 BY HS. Jt.AOI'MA.N: 

23 Q Ms. Morley, you ' ll be glad to know I have 

24 just a few questions on Is~~e 1lb and 24a. 

25 llb as the thermal upratc issue that you 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

addressed in your summary. Now, am I correct that 

I know that you have projected your cost for this 

project and you've projected them to be about 

$10 million; is that corr ect? 

A Th~t ' s correct. 

Q And I understand that i~ this recovery 

period you 're only asking to include about 

$1 . 5 million? 

That's correct. 

10 Q Okay. But I want to talk to you for a 

11 minute about your $10 million projection And os I 

12 understand it, about 2.5 million or that $10 million 

1: amount will be spent on plant mod~!ications; is that 

14 correct? 

15 A I think there'~ an interrogatory that 

16 addresses that more specifically. It's in Staff's 

17 first set, Interrogatory No. 1, and it breaks down the 

18 cost of the project into throe items: contract, 

19 engineering and licensing, which is about 7.5 mil~ion; 

20 construction labor field enginP-erinq, which is about 

21 2.4 million; and tho remaining item is matorials and 

22 equipment, and that's about 92,000. 

23 Q Right. I have that interrogatory. 

24 Tho item I'm focusing on is the middle one, 

25 construction labor, field eng.inel'ring, supervision and 
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1 I rounded it up to 2.5 million. 

2 

3 

Okay. 

That involves making some modifications to 

4 the plant themselves, does it not? 

5 

6 

A 

Q 

7 plant? 

8 

9 

It 

)\ 

Q 

A 

also I 

That's contractor labor itself, yes. 

So it involves making modifications to the 

Yes, as a cost of contractor labor. 

And then there's about --

I'm sorry, may I clarify that a little bit? 

believe includes some testing and 

10 

ll 

12 

13 

recalibration of the equipment. 

Q Testing -- you mean to be sure that the 

14 modifications havo done what they are supposed to do. 

15 A To make sure that the licensing goes 

16 through. 

17 Okay. Then the biggest category o! expenses 

18 is about 7.5 million for contract engineering and 

19 licensing services; is that correct? 

20 

21 

That 's right. 

And do I understand that that involved 

22 engineering work and other activities in order to have 

23 your nuclear license changed? 

24 

25 

A 

Q 

That is my understanding. 

And then the remaining abouL -·again 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



1 rounding up n little bit about 100,000, was for actual 

2 constr uction materials and equipment? 

J 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

A 

Q 

Yeo . 

Okay. And then I understood you to say in 

your summary that you also want to recover the 

amortization on this amount? 

A Right. I nsteaa of collecting the 10 milljon 

in one period, we're proposing to spread it over the 

two-year period. 

Q And I guess what I wanted to understand is 

11 the end result when you ' re finished with this project 

12 is going to be that th&se plants are going to produce 

13 about Jl more megawatts than they now produce; is that 

14 correct? 

15 A The end result is going to be a fuel 

16 savings. I think if you want more specific 

17 intormation on the plant modification, I may not be 

18 the appropriate witness for t hat. 

19 Q Do you or don't you agree that when you arc 

20 finished with this project, the plants will be able to 

21 produce Jl more megawatts than they can now produce? 

22 

23 

A That ' s correct . 

KS . KAUFMAN: That's all I have. Oh, I'm 

24 sorry I forgot the other issue. 1 just have two 

25 questions on 24a . 
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1 And that's tha issue about going to an 

2 annual capacity factor? 

3 

4 

A 

Q 

correct. 

That's what FPL is proposing. 

s Would I be correct that the capacity factor 

6 for FPL, if we stay on a six-month basis wher~ we are 

7 now, it ' s lower for FPL in the summer; isn't that 

8 correct, generally? 

9 Because of the seasonal fluctuation, we can 

10 have higher sales in the summer so the rate tends to 

11 be lower, yes. 

So you would have a lower capacity factor in 

13 the summer and you would have a higher one in the 

14 winter; is that correct? 

15 A That tends to be the result o( having of the 

16 six-month filing, yes. 

17 0 And if we go to the annual calculation ~hat 

18 you have proposed, I guess you ' d anree that it's 

19 obvious that in the summer customers would be paying a 

20 higher factor than they w~uld if we retain the 

21 six-month calculation? 

22 1. 

23 winter . 

24 

25 

Right. And the reverse would be true for 

MS. KAUFMAN: That ' s all I have. 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Does Staff have any 
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1 questions for this witness? 

2 MS. JOHNSON: No. 

3 MR. CHILDS: 1 have no redirect, but 1 have 

4 the t 3sk of identifying a number of additional sets of 

5 testimony. I'll try to be rapid. 

6 In addition, we have the ptefiled testimony 

7 of Mr. Birkett da~e 5-20- 96 ; testimony o! Ms. Morely 

8 dated 7-30-96; t estimony of Mr. Birkett dated 6 - 24-96 . 

9 Ms . Morley's testimony of 7-30-96, and the 

10 supplemental testimony of July 30th, 1996, and 

11 8-20-96. I would like to ask that all of that be 

12 admitted this the record. 

13 COKKYSSIONER DEASON: Without objection it 

14 will be so inserted. 

15 MR. CHILDS: And the exhibits that are being 

16 sponsored 6, 7, 8, 9 , 10 and 11 and 1 would move their 

17 add vision. 

18 COMMISSIONER DEASON: I think they have 

19 already been admitted, but to make sure we'll admit 

20 them at this time without objection. 

21 HR. CHILDS: The remaining witness that we 

22 have is Mr. Villard and if there arc no questions of 

23 him, maybe I could just move admission. 

24 COMMISSIONER DEASON: Any questions for 

25 Witness Villard? 
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1 

2 

3 

MS. JOHNSON: No. 

HS . JtAUPMAN: No . 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: We w1 ll insert that 

4 testimony i nto the record without objection. 

5 There is an exhibit, I believe, that has 

6 been identified as Exhibi t 5. 

7 H.R. CHILDS; I"d move admission. 

8 COMMISSIONER DEASON: Without objection 

9 Exhibit 5 is admitted. 

10 (Exhibit 5 received in cvjdonce.) 

11 

12 

13 

~4 

~5 

16 

17 

18 

lll 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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Q. Please state your nome a nd address. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

My nome is Claude Villard. My bu.~inc .... ~ address is 7CO Univcr:.e 

Boulevard, Juno Beach. Flonidu ~3408. 

By whom are you employed ond what is your poslllon? 

I am employed by Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) a.' ~anuger uf 

7 Nuclear Fuel. 

8 

9 Q. 

10 A. 

I I 

12 Q. 

13 A. 

Have you previously testified In this docket? 

Yes. I hnve. 

What Is the purpose or your testimony? 

The purpose of my testimony is tu pre.~ent and explain FPL"s projection~ 

14 of nuclear fuel costS for the thermal energy (MMBTU) to be produced by 

15 our nuclear uniL\ and co.~l.' of dL~p<tsuJ of ~>pen t nudear fuel. Bnth of t11e..-.c 

16 o.'OSIS were input values to POWRSYM for the calculation nf the proposed 

1 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

I~ 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

J!! 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 
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fuel cost recovery fnctor for lhe perimi October 199ti thmugh Man:h 11)97. 

What Is the oasis for FPL's projections or nuclear fuel costs? 

FPL's nuclear fuel co~ projcctinns nrc developed using energy pmduction 

at our nuclelli uniL~ nml their operating :.chcdule~. consistent with thu'IC 

a~sumcd in POWRSYM. f01 the period October 1991\ through March 1997. 

Please provide FPL's projection for nuclear ruel unit CO!o1s and energy 

for the period October 1996 through March 1997. 

We cstimnte the nuclear uni~ will produce 126,959,392 MBTU of energy 

o.t n cost of $0.'351 per MMBTU. excluding spent fuel dispo...W cost' for 

the period October 1996 through March 1997. Projections by nuclear unit 

and by month are provided on &:hc:dule E-4 of Appendix II. 

Please provide FPL's projections for nuclear spent fuel disposal cost'i 

for the period October 1996 through March 1997 and what ls the basis 

for FPL's proj~tiops. 

FPL's pmjecuon1> for nuclear !>pent fuel di~pO!>o.l cost~ are provided on 

Schedule E-2 of Appendix II. The...e projections are ba...;ed on FPL' ~ 

conU'llct with the Departmem of Energy lDOE). which sets the spent fuel 

disposal fee 1.11 I mill per net Kwh genernted minu~ trnn~mission untl 

2 



2 

3 

4 

5 

Q. 

A. 

5~4 

distribution line ln~-.c\. 

Please provide FPL's projection ror Deroni.Dmlnntion and 

Oecomml&slonlne (I>&D) cost.~ to be pnld fn lhc Jlcriod October 19')(, 

through Morcll J997 and what is the basis ror FPI.'s projection. 

As indit4ted m prior tesumony. The National Energy Polley Act of 1992 

7 (The Act) require' rPL Ill male certain paymcnL\ 111 u fund e\tnhh\hed at 

!! the U.S. Trea.~ury. to cover the Cll\t ot decnntnmmation and 

9 decummi~''''"tn& DOE\ enrichment foc.:•huc:., D&D paymenL' are 10 

10 direct proportion to the amount of enrichment -.crvicel> pun:ha.o,cd by FPL. 

II divided by the amount produced by the: DOc. thmugh October 1992. 

12 muJuplied by the toUII D..'lnu:tl a.w::~\IT\enl uf ~XOM. a.' 'pec1fied 10 the 

13 Energy Polley Act of 1992, ami e..cal:ut:d for 100ouon U\108 the CPI-U 

14 (consumer price 1ndex ·for urban customen.). FPL'~> pmJectiun ufS5.26M 

15 for D&D cost.\ w be paid during the pcnud Octuber 1996 through Murch 

16 1997 il> included on Schedule E-2 of Appentlill II. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

:!I 

22 

Q. 

A. 

Are there any other fuel-related CO!i1s "hich FPL Is Including in the 

calculation of the proposed Fuel Cost Reconry fac10r? 

Yes. FPL is IUjUC:Stint appmvalto recover :sppruximau:ly SIO million in 

C(ll>IS relating 111 mcrco.siug the thermal power ul rPL'' Turkey Point 

Nuclear UniL~ 3 11nd 4 (heremfter referred In a.' thermal pnwer uprotc). The 

3 



2 

3 

4 

5 

7 

li 

9 

10 

II 

12 

1.3 

14 

15 

1(1 

17 

IIi 

19 

2CJ 

21 

22 

Q. 

A. 

505 

thcm1o.l powrr upnuc of each nuclear uni1. r,om 2200 mcgawmL~ thcnnal 

lo 2300 mega waiL\ Lhennal, will mcrca...'ie the oUiput of each unit by nlx1ut 

31 megawattS electric. 

Wllot benefits will FPL's customers receive from Ote thermul power 

uprate or Ole nuclear units at Turkey Point? 

FPL projects o.n approxim~tte 6.1 M megawatt huur.' of additiunru 

generation from the Turkey Point nuclear uniL~. assuming that the unil~ 

would increase power in January, 1997. Thi' higher nuclear generution 

will result in un estimated fuel .\0\'1111:'- of nbout $1 CJH million. repre.'ICillin!! 

n presenl value of upproltimntely S97 million (or SKK anillion after 

deducting implementation cusL~) Lhrough Lhe year 2() I I. These sa\ ings are 

due to the difference between low cost nuclear fuel replnclng highrr co~t 

ro. ... ,il fuel. The e.,timnted fuel savings were cakulated using the 

production costing model. POWRSYM. Two POWRSYM cases. with tiJld 

without the effecL~ of the lhennal power uprJte, were compared. The 

Turkey Point n.....,umptions were ndju.'ited w indude o.n increa.\C in uutput 

of 31 megnwaus. a.~ well as ~l ight ndjustmc:nL\ for winter 11.nd summer he.~t 

rates and equivalent availability factnr~. The net present value fuel :.nving\ 

were derived by using u rate nf 9.2ll-, which repre.~nts FPL'~> lung tenn 

decision making discount rote. DClCument No. I shows Lhe bre4kdown uf 

cost recovery ond projected yearly fuel !>Bving~. 

4 



2 

3 

4 

5 

7 

li 

Q 

Ill 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

II< 

19 

21 

22 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

506 

What uctivltles and costs are lnvoh·ed In thl.' thermal power uprate or 

the nuclear units at Turkey Point? 

The thermal uprote requin:s FPL to furmully reque.\t the NutiCM 

Regulawry Cummis~lon tn amend the operating lit:cn\e for Turkey Point. 

Tu receive \Uth llcen<oe wnendment. FPL i\ required w perform analyse' 

on nll affected plant sy~m~. siiUCture..' and cumponenL\ w en-\urt: thc:rt: :1te 

no ndver~ am pacts on plant s:~tery nnd operntiun' rc:,uhintt frum the higher 

power level. Furthermore, the thermal power uprute will al.\o requirr 

minor plnnt modifications. 

We are M:Cic.ing recovery of S7 SM in paymenLs to ouL\Ide contractcm, for 

engineering. ~fety and licensmg efTc.rL~. and S2.5M fur material<> and plant 

modifications, for a tolnl of S I OM. These co\L\ exclude FPL payroll co~L' 

and payroll expen~ which total approximately S2.3M We expect Lhe 

111ermal power upnue of l!l!Ch unit will be approved rutd in·M:n tee by yenr 

end. 1996. FPL is nslc.ing for recovery of these co\L\ 'uuting January I. 

1997. 

Please explain why this cost bbould be approvrd under the Fuel Co.st 

Recovery Cia~? 

Cumml$."iun Order No. 14546 pmvide\ the ba.\b fur rec:uvcry uf fuel 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

() 

7 

II 

9 

10 

I I 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

IIi 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Q. 

A. 

50 7 

related co~L' numH1Ily recovered through ba\C rntes but whrch wert n111 

recogniud or nnucrp:u.ed in the cost !eve" u..ed 10 detemune current ba\C 

rnte~ and ~hich, rf expended. will result 10 fuel ~ving' ICI cu-.tomer. 

This commi~\iun unlcr and the ~ignificnnt fuel cuM saving~ w 11ur 

customers, lurm the basi<> for requesung recuvery uf thcl>C cchts related w 

the thermal power upr:lte uf FPL'' Turkey Pmnt l'nrl\ 3 and 4 thmugh the 

Fuel Cost Recnvery Clnu<,e. The Ctl\1 recovery treatment ul the Turkey 

Point thermnl power uprute i<. discu~d in the te\llmuny of FPL Witne" 

B. T. Brriceu. 

Are lh~re curnntly ony unresolved d!sputes under FPL's nuclear fuel 

contrncts? 

Yes. As repon:d in prior te.~timonies. there a.re two unre~hed di.spu14. .. 

The fllSt dispute is onder FPL's controct with the Depa.nment of Energy 

(DOE) fur finn! drsposal of spent nuclear fuel FPL. along with o number 

Qf clecuic utili lie.,, hu.~ filed wit ngamvt the DOE uvcr DOE', dcniul 01 it.\ 

obligatmn to o.:ccpt ~pent nuclear fuel beginning in 199H. On December 

14, !995, DOE and the clecuic utihtics began medu111on. however n:1 

agreement cuuld be renched Ornl argument\ took place on January 17. 

1996, befure the U.S. Court (lf Appeal\ for the District uf Cnlumbrn. 

6 
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3 

4 

5 
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Secundly. FPL is cum:ntly seeking 10 re..~olve 11 price dispute for umnittm 

enrichment scrvic~ purchn.,ed from the United State~ (U.S.) Government. 

prior to July I. 1993. 

6 Our contract for enrichment service.~ wilh tht U.S. Government calls for 

7 pricing to be calculated in uccordunce with "E.~t:lblishcd DOE Pricing 

H Policy". Such policy had always been 11ne of ~:ust recovery. which 

9 included costs related to the Decontarninatlon and Decommi~~ioning 

10 (D&D) of the DOE'~ enrichment facilitie!>. However. the Energy Policy 

II Act of 1992 (fhe Act) requires utilitie!> to make separate payments to the 

12 U.S. Treasury for D&D, SUIJ1ing in Fi~ 1993. n.~ FPL hn.' been doing. 

13 Therefore. D&D should nor have been induded in the price .:harged by 

14 DOE for deliverie..~ during Fiscnl 1993, and the pri~-e should have been 

15 reduced accordingly. FPL had filed a claim with the Coni!'CICting Officer, 

16 on July 14. 1995, for u refund for such deliverie~. On October D. 191)5. 

17 the DOE Controcting Officer officially rejected FPL's clrwn. FPL has 

18 until OcUlber 13. 1996 Ul file an nppenl. 

19 

20 Meanwhile. ill n related case. lhe U.S. Coun of r:edernl Claim!> ruled that 

21 the 0&0 spedala~~<Lsment iL'IClf wa~ unlaw•ful. The C'(lun found !hut tn 

22 lhi~> !Opecific in~ance, lhe special usse."smenr was e..~ntinlly n retroactive 
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price increa.~e on a con1mct which had al~dy been perfonned. and wa' 

2 therefore illega.l. The DOE has appealed thi!> dccisitm to the IJ.S. Coun 

3 of Appeals for lhe Federal Circuit and the pnrt.ies arc currently filing lheir 

4 final briefs. Both sides will then await oral arguments. whach are 

5 scheduleJ in lhe Fall. Becuuse the U.S. Court of Federa.l Claims nsling 

6 relied in lutgt' part on a case currently being reviewed by the U.S. 

7 Supreme Coun. the Winstar cn.c;e, FPL is awaiting the Supreme Coun 

!.1 decL~on. prior to proceeding with lhe appeal of iL' cu.\e. 

9 

10 

I I 

Q. 

A. 

Does this conclude your lestJmony'/ 

Yes, it does. 
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1 

2 

MR. CHILDS: That concludes our witnesses. 

CO~ISSIONER D~ON: Is St~tf prcp~rcd Lo 

3 make a recommendation? 

4 MS. JOHNSON: ~es . Mr. Dudley will make the 

5 r ecommendation on Iss ue 11a . 

6 KR. CHILDS: Could I make a brief comment to 

7 the Co~~ission on tho outages on St. Lucie before the 

8 r ecommendation? 

9 

1 0 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: How brief is brief? 

KR. CBILDSI I rea lize that you rule !rom 

11 the bench and I real ize i t may be out of order, but it 

12 s eemed to me t hat we have compressed some complex 

13 mat e r ial i~ a fairly short period oi time and I'd like 

14 to make a lew observat ions very briefly if you wi 11 

15 permit . 

16 

17 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Very briefly. 

KR. CHILDS: Commissioners, tho point of the 

13 test imony that is being sponsored about GPIF by FPL is 

19 to bring to your attention that for a number ot years 

20 the GPIF clause has boon in place as an incentive to 

21 efficie nt performance by all utilities in the 

22 operation of their plant, principally through 

23 minimizing forced outages, s~ortening maintenance 

24 outages and for nucloftr units thoro'• no benefit to 

25 FPL through GPIF of reducing its refueling outages but 
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1 it has done so. 

2 Therefore, for years this has boen tho tool 

3 that has been used at tho Commission's insistence. 

4 And in this case without regard t o whether there was 

5 any fault on PPL ' s part the witness testified that the 

G result was a penalty under the GPIF of over 

7 $2 million. 

a I bring that to your attention because 

9 that's a fact of life, but it's also a fact that these 

10 units have performed exceedingly well and continue to 

11 perform above the industry avorage. Moreover, as to 

12 the specific items t~at have been addressed, I would 

lJ submit to you that there is no evjdonce at all that 

14 Florida Power and Light Company acted imprudently or 

15 unreasonably in t he operation of tho plant. It 

16 suffered a number of experiences and incidents which 

17 it would have preferred not to have happened. But 

18 they did. But I don't believe t~at it's sufficient 

19 for there to be a finding that FPL was unreasonable 

20 and thus should have disallowance of replacement fu~l 

21 costs. Thank you very much. 

22 COMMISSIONER DBASON: Thank you. Any 

23 concluding comments by other parties? Ms. Kaufman. 

24 HB. KAUFMAN: I would just like to make two 

25 comments . one comment on each issue. On the issue of 
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1 the thermal upgrade, it's FIPUG's position that wh~t 

2 is being done to theue plants, as laudable ac it may 

3 be, is a plant modification in order to inrroase the 

4 plant's capacity by nome 31 megawatts. We don't think 

5 ~hose kind ot expcnsoa arc appropriate to 11ow through 

6 the clause. 

7 On tho issu~ ot going to an annual capacity 

8 factor, it ' s my client ' s position that they would 

9 prefer in tho oummor when the capacity cost is lower, 

10 that that be tho factor that be applied to thorn rather 

11 than having a levolizod one over the entire year. 

12 Thank you. 

13 

14 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Thank you. Staff. 

KR . DUDLEY: Commissioners, Start docs not 

15 dispute the efficient operation of the plant St . Lucie 

16 in the past. However, past experience may have lulled 

17 the company in a period of complacency, ~!lowing 

18 long-term equipment problems, a lack of management 

19 oversight and inefficient transfer ot crucial 

20 information between related plant divisions which h~ve 

21 resulted in higher cost replacement onorqy nonociatcd 

22 with each ot the outages discussed here t~tay. 

23 Stat! acknowledges that th~ company has 

24 since taken alops to correct the cause oC each of 

25 these outage~. However, correcting a problc~ which 
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1 should have been identified and corrected by 

2 management prior to causing the problem does not 

3 justify cost recovery. 

4 Therefore, Staff recommends that the 

5 replacement energy cost associated with the turbine 

6 trip during surveillance, the vehicle in the discharge 

7 canal, the lA2 reactor coolant pump seal package 

a failure, the power operator relief valuve failure, the 

9 spray down of containment and the pressurizer code 

10 safety valve flangA be disallowed. Each of thene 

11 events have an associated replacement cost r anging 

12 from 418,000 to 4.2 million, with a combined total of 

13 11.4 million, none of which Staff feels is appropriate 

14 for cost recovery. Thank you. 

15 COMMISSIONER DEASON: Commissioners, 

16 questions? 

17 COMHIRSIONBR JOHNSON: Any respOnSes to the 

18 statements just made about there wasn't adequate 

19 evidence in the record to show that FPL was imprudent 

20 or unreasonable in their actions? 

21 HR. DUDLEY : I didn ' t hear the first part or 

22 your question. 

23 CO~SSIONER JOHNSON! Any response to that, 

24 to the argument just made by Mr. Childs. 

25 MR. DUDLEY: 1 think tho cross today pointed 
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1 out that there were inadequacies on behalf of 

2 management or FPL. 

J If you want to, you can point me to dO event 

4 and -- or I'll go to ~n event and point it out to you. 

5 The first and obvious to me is the vehicle 

6 i n the discharge canal. FPL indicates that they 

7 routinely left this gate unlocked ~imply for ease of 

8 a ccess for employees. However, as indicated in his 

9 interrogatory response, it was clearly posted "no 

10 trespassing." 

11 Substations are al~o clearly posted "no 

12 trespassing," but if utility personnel is coming in 

13 and out , they don ' t go and leave the qate unlocked. 

14 It simply allows access to FPL property which for the 

15 sole reason the gate is there in the first place, 

16 public access is not to be allowed. 

17 With respect to that issue also, with GPIF, 

18 Mr. Silva indicated that was an external event beyond 

19 the control of FPL. I hardly think that the driver of 

20 the vehicle would have busted the gate down had it 

21 been locked in order to go sunbathe on the beach. 

22 The reactor coolant pump seal failure. 

23 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: Go back to that one . 

24 Is this the -- because I'm contusing some of the 

25 facts. In the last incident you said that the gute 
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1 was unlocked, but had FPL had the gate locked, then 

2 the incident wouldn ' t have occurred . 

3 MR. DUDLEY: Yes, ma'am. The gate was 

4 unlocked which access of the Ford Explorer to get into 

5 the acea in and around the discharge canal. He 

6 subsequently somehow fell into the canal; the vehicle 

7 was lodged in . 

8 Hr. Silva indicated in his testimony that 

9 that event was classified as an external event beyond 

10 the control of FPL. When he was asked would the 

11 vehicle have been able to enter if the gate had been 

12 locked? His response was "I don't know." I hardly 

13 think that that driver would have buoted that gate or 

14 driven through it had it been lock~d. 

15 COMKISBIONBR JOHNSON: That was confusing 

16 me. And I didn't know -- and I'm trying to think 

17 about how that incident occurred and I didn't know it 

18 was something wcro the guy just rammed through --

19 MR. DUDLEY: No, ma ' am, it was open as it 

20 indicates in the response. 

21 COMM.ISBIOBER GARCIA: And there was a "nc:-

22 trespassing•• sign. 

23 

24 

MR. DUDLEY: Yes, there was. 

CO~SSIONER GARCIA: And everybody in that 

25 area of the state I'm sure knows that there's a 
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1 nuclear power plant somewhere around there. And this 

2 guy, had he found a padlock, wou1dnit have gone on the 

3 beach. Is this your assumption? You're thinking i~ 

4 had there been a padlock, none of these events would 

5 have happe ned. 

6 MR. DUDLEY: No, sir. My discussi~n is only 

7 with regard to the vehicle in the discharge . And r do 

8 believe that had there been a -- the gate had been 

9 locked, that that vehicle would not have entered that 

10 discharge canal. 

ll COMMcrSSIONER JOHNSON: Vehicle could not 

12 have entered. 

13 MR. DUDLEY: He may have got out of his 

14 vehicle and walked down the beach but I do not f~el 

15 tnat that vehicle would have fell in it. 

16 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON : I see what you're 

17 saying. 

18 MR . DUDLEY: So with respect to that I do 

19 believe it was within the control of FPL. 

20 The reactor coolant pump seal package 

21 failure. Mr. Wade indicated that when the restaging 

22 was being performed the temperature was 370 degrees. 

23 FPL ' s procedures indicate that -- or caution, you 

24 should not perform this if the temperature is greater 

25 than 200 degrees. I believe the vendor says you 
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1 should not do this it it exceeds 250 . However, they 

2 had demonstrated that you could go up to as much as 

3 3 00 . 

4 The manufacturer of tho seal, Byron-Jackson, 

5 had a letter -- FPL provided a letter to NRC from 

6 Byron-Jackson indicating that this procedure was 

7 acceptable. However, you must consider the age of 

8 this seal. This seal was three years old . I believe 

9 I heard in this testimony that these seals are 

10 temporary in nature. That they are not intended to be 

11 there for very long, and I hope I 'm not misspeaking. 

12 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: Which seal -- I may 

13 be confusing it, too, but as a part of his tescimony 

14 he was saying something about the seals-- mayba I ' m 

15 confusing i t -- would last from one to six years, and 

16 in this instance three? That confused me, too, so I 

17 didn ' t know hew you -- do you recall that? 

18 HR . DUDLEY: I don't remember the six years. 

19 I may not have been listening as closely. 

20 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: I had that written 

21 down, but go ahead. 

22 MR. DUDLEY: Aside from that, the operator 

23 performed this procedure at a ~ime which was not 

24 appropriate due to the precautions known in their own 

25 procedures, and by -- and known from the 
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1 recommendations of the vendor, or the seal 

2 manufacturer . 

3 COKHISSIONBR JOHNSON: What should they have 

4 done in that instance? 

5 KR. DODLBY I FPL should not have attempted 

6 to restage that seal at a temperature which exceeded 

7 the recommendations of their own plant procedures or 

a the recommendations of the vendor or the manufacturer 

9 of that seal. 

10 COKM!SSIONER JOHNSON : Forgive me, because I 

11 took bad notes: Do you remember their rationale as to 

12 why they did? 

lJ KR. DODLEY s Why they didn't? 

14 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: Uh,huh. 

15 HR. DOOLEY : I believe as it states within 

16 the NRC report, they had performed this procedure many 

17 times in the past and it had been successful. I do 

18 not know, nor do I think it's clear, whether or not 

19 the times they had done it in the past was a 

20 temperature of 370 degrees. The Company didn't 

21 indicate that. 

22 COMMISSIONER DBASON: The seal would have 

23 had to have been replaced reqardless; is that correct? 

24 KR. DOOLEY: The reason for the restaging as 

25 1 understand is there's three of those seals, acLually 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

518 



l four, but the middle seal was indicating full RCP, 

2 reactor coolant pump, oreasure. That meant that tho 

3 lower seal, which was ahead of it, war leaking or 

4 indicated that it must be leaking. 

5 In order to fix that leak, they attempted to 

6 restage that seal, cause a differential, rr.aY.e the 

7 seals squeeze together tightly. Hhon they did thJs 

8 procedure, the operating tecperaturo was 370 degrees. 

9 Aside from the precautions, which were indicated in 

10 tho procedures, not to do it or to caution doing this 

ll procedure when the temperature excooda 200 . 

12 COMMISSIONER DEASON: What was the 

lJ ramification of that decision? 

14 KR. DUDLEY : The rami rication ot that 

15 decision was when they -- I guess tho ultimate 

16 ramiCication was the outage of 171 hours and 36 

17 minutes of down time. 

18 COMMISSIONER DEASON: I! they had not evan 

19 attempted to roseat that valve, what would have bean 

20 the result of that decision? 

21 KR. DUDLEY: I! I'm not mistaken, each of 

22 those seals-- and Hr. Childs please correct me if I'm 

23 wrong -- is designed in order to withatand tho full 

24 RCP pressure. I'm not sure whether or not they could 

25 have allowed that package to continuo its operation 
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1 without having to reseat thnt lower seal. But I would 

2 believe that had tho operation temperature been 

3 reduced, restaging of that seal may have teen 

4 successful. As it was, the temperature exceeded thn 

5 the specifications; tho restaging was not successful. 

6 I believe they tried to, once they had done that the 

7 middle seal start~d loakinq and it mPy have oven 

8 progressed up to the uppor seal or high seal . 

9 CO~SSIONER JOHNSON: So your analysis gooG 

10 to two mistakes. Had they reduced the temperature 

11 then it would have boon okay to whatever you call it, 

12 reseal or restage, but because -- what was their error 

lJ again? ~ot reducJng the temperaturQ or attempting to 

14 restage. 

15 HR . DUDLEY: I don ' t try to separate the 

16 two. I assume it's all a single event in that their 

17 attempt to restage this se3l occurred or was performed 

18 under procedures whtch were inap~ropriilte. Excuse me, 

19 not the procedure, but at a time which was 

20 inappropriate. 

21 CO~SSIONER JOHNSON: And tho timing was 

22 inappropriate 

2J HR . DUDLEY: Due to t~e operating 

24 temperature. 

25 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: And they should have 
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1 known that had they read the manufacturing warnings? 

2 KR. DODLBY: Their own procedures indicated 

3 precaution which indicate that they should not do this 

4 or it cautioned them. 

5 COKMXSSIONER GARCI~: You said the record 

6 showed they had done it before, though, at higher 

7 temperatures. 

8 HR. DUDLEY: No, sir . I said they had done 

9 it before . I don't think the record indicates whether 

10 or not their pAst successful performance of this 

11 procedure was at 370 degrees. I could easily say 

12 we've done it in the past succesofu11y and i~ had been 

13 210 degrees. 

14 CO~SSIONBR JOHNSON: Okay. I think I 

15 follow you . 

16 COMMISSIONER DEASON: Any further questions? 

17 HR. DUDLEY: Arc we still going through the 

18 events? 

19 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: You went over the 

20 main two I was concerned about. I just had some 

21 questions regarding what the witness uaid that seemed 

22 pretty viable to me. 

23 HR. DUDLEY: One thing also about tho 

24 vehicle in the discharge canal, Mr. Wade indicated 

25 today that I think it was $44,000 was re~overed from 
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1 the driver, which w~~ used to offset the repair cost, 

2 if you will, to remove the vehicle, and that they also 

3 recovered an additional $50,000 through insurance or 

4 something for replacement energy cost . 

5 I recommend to the commission that if they 

6 haven't already done so, the replacement energy cost 

7 of the $SQ,OOO which they obtained should be used to 

8 reduce the tuel cost. 

9 COHKISSIONBR GARCIA: Mr. Childs, do you 

10 know if that's the case or not? 

11 MR. CHILDS: That is the effect or what the 

12 Company has done . It is credited to fuel because it 

13 w~s for that purpose. I mean it will show up . It 

14 w~n't show up this period because the forcasts have 

15 already been done but it will show up. 

16 MR. DOOLEY: Is that sufficient? 

17 

18 true-up. 

19 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: It will be part of the 

MR . DUDLEY: That's fine. As long as that 

20 treatment is given to those dollars . 

21 With respect to the power operator relief 

22 valve -- do you want me to go on? 

23 

2<: have? 

25 

COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: How many more do you 

MR. DUDLEY: Well, there were sevetal 
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1 e vents. 

2 COHHI88ION21t DB.ASON: Commissioners , T ' ve 

J got to go. I can ' t get out of it. I ' m going to tell 

4 you what my vote is and I ' m going to pass the gavel. 

5 If t here is a problem, we'll just take it up tomorrow. 

6 COHHXSSLONER GARCI~: Unless Commissioner 

7 Johnson has a motion -- I mean, has any more 

8 questions. 

9 COHM~SSIONER DEASON : I ' m not trying to put 

10 any pressur e on the two of you. I want yot.. to take as 

11 much t ime as you want . I ' m satisfied --

12 

13 

COMK~SSIONER GARCI~: Go ahead and do that. 

COKMISSIONEa DEASON: I don ' t think that --

14 first of all , let me say I appreciate the hard work 

15 Staff has put in addressing all of these issueF-. I 

16 think that it is importan t that these issues be 

17 identified and they be ad dressed . They have been 

18 addressed . 

19 I don't think that any Q( theso occurences 

20 rise to the level of imprudency to which there snould 

21 be a disallowance of replacement fuel cost. r also 

22 believe that the GPIF has worked in this situatjon , 

23 and to the extent that there has been a penalty, if 

24 you want to call it, has already been assessed, that 

25 gives incentive to the Company, which is the way the 
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1 CPIF was designed to sta~t with, to prevent these type 

2 things !rom occurring. However, we all know that 

3 pa~ticularly with something as compl~x as a r.uclear 

4 unit that you're not going to have your unit on 

5 line lOOt of tho time. 

6 I don't think that any of thoce pa~ticular 

7 individual occurrences rise to the level of 

8 imprudency. I would not have any disallowance beyond 

9 the GPIF effect ot these outages. 

10 As far 06 the Issue llb, I would adopt 

11 Staff's recommendation. I know I ' ve not h~ard it but 

12 their position is ao expressed in tho Prohoaring 

13 Order, I agree with that position. I think that is 

14 consistent with the company's position. 

lS And in regard to Issue 24, I'm also in 

16 agreement with Stoff ' s position which I Chlnk is in 

17 agreement with tne Company's position, that it would 

18 be appropriate &t thio time, given tho experience that 

19 we have had, to go to an annual recovery factor. And 

20 that's what I would do. 

21 COMMISSIONER GARCI~: I \.lon't have any 

~2 disagreements with you. And if Commissioner Johnson 

23 has some further questions, that·~ fine. But 1 would 

24 be willing to move what you just stated, unless 

25 Commissioner Johnson has some further question~. 
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1 COMMISSIONER DEASON: I don ' t moan to cut 

2 off debate. 

3 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: That ' s fino, Torry. 

4 I probably would have just made them go through all of 

5 this to make suro that everybody understood it because 

6 I was having so~o problems finding that these 

7 activities actually rePched the level -- the two he 

8 explained were the ones I was most conc~rnod with. 

9 But the o ther ones, I was even going to have a har d 

10 time finding thoso e ven more so. 

11 COMKXSSIONER GARCIA: I'll go ahead and move 

12 what you just stated since you're holding thn gavel. 

13 I just want to state for the record. I aqr~o with 

14 Commissioner Deason, Staff has dono a wonderful job. 

15 It ' s your job to find these things. We want to sec 

16 them. It 's not like we' re g i ving them a short trip. 

17 I enjoy the fact it was there ana I appreciate tho 

18 work t .hat that t.ook. And I always want to coo this 

19 type of invosti9ation and I want to have thi s a s an 

20 issue before us. But likewise I agree wi th 

21 Commissioner Deason on this. So I will move. 

22 COMMISSIONER DEASON: So you would move 

2 3 those positions on Issues 11a, llb and 24. 

2 4 COMMISSIONER GARCIA: Correct. 

COKHI88IONER DEASON: Is thoro a sec ond? 
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1 

2 

COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: Second. 

COKMcrBSION!R DEASON: Show that is the 

3 Commission 's decision unanimou~ly. 

4 And the remaining isuuea that are unresolved 

5 are fallouts. And is thoro anything else that the 

6 Commission needs to address today? 

7 MS. JOfiNSOH: It's boon ~ long day but I ' m 

a not quito oure if ~he Commission has voted on the 

9 stipulation? 

10 COMMISSIONER DEASON: On nll of the 

11 stipulated issues. 

12 

lJ 

HB. JOHNSON: That's correct. 

COKHI88IONER DEASON: I think that we have 

14 not; in tho 01 docket we have not and wo do need to 

15 a~dress this. 

16 COKH2SSIONER GARCIA: Do I have to move them 

17 individually or 1 just move all of tho isaucs that 

18 have been stipulated. 

19 HB . JOHNSONz Move all tho ones that have 

20 been stipulated. 

21 COMMISSIONER GARCIA : 1'~ going to movo all 

22 of the issues that have been stipulated. 

23 COMMISSIONER J~HNSON: Second. 

24 CO~SSIONER DEASON: Moved nnd oocond~d. 

25 Show that all the stipulated issues nro also approved 
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1 unanimously . 

2 Anything else? 

3 MS . JOBNSONt The only rcmair.ing item is 

4 that I need to get together with the presiding officer 

5 to set a date certain for filing briefs on Issue 9. 

6 COMKISaiONZR DEASON : Get with me. We'll 

7 j ust issue a procedural order setting out that date 

8 and advise all of the parties and we'll procedure from 

9 that point. 

10 

ll 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

:?4 

25 

5:20 p.m.) 

This hearing is adjourned. Thank you all. 

(Thereupon, the hearing concluded at 
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