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Dear Mr. Babka: 

Tr...onn Dr \11' Drkll '' * 
At•tx!l.'-(., &. • r'"-' ' 1"t A'"' \ "' 
11~01 J I )~10 

As we begin our review of the d~iation stJitLU of the rnvcslrncnt in equrpmcntlor ,,.,,m 

gener.ucd po"er at the six sites in this docket. some questions have de, eloped !'lease PI\' rdc 1hc 

information requested in the attached initio! revie" by Scp1embcr 19. 1997. Should )ou ha\c an~ 

q uestions. please telephone me at (850) 41 J-6453 or Jcanenc: Bass ut (850) 41 3·646 1 

Your re~pon.se to our request is apprccaated 

~C/JO: Its 

• cc . W. G. Wnlker. fll 
Manhe" M Childs 
Divasion of Electric & Gas 

DtviSlon of Legal Serv1ces 

~;Pnub6t;ic;Co~un.seiA~t~~~ 

Sanc.:rel). 
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USIC Enganccr SupcT\ asor 
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FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 
1997 DEPRECIATION STUDY 

DOCKET NO. 970785 - El 

1. The data provided in the filing did not include plant or reserve activtty stnce the last 

study The Rule 2~.036(6){g), Florida Admintstrative Code. spec~fies data and 

calculations to be included in a depreciation study for each category of deprectable 

plant. Please provide the required information 

2 The most recent filing of deprectation datta for these six generattc~ srtes was that 

included in Docl<et No. 931231-EI. This study presents revised planning in regard 

to the capital recovery requirements and retitement of these sites For example. the 

capital recovery date for the Unrt 3 mstallatton at RMera was formerly 2013. and tS 

now 2002: for Unit 4, the recovery date was 2014. and Is now 2003. and the 

common plant installation also Is now 2003 rather than 201 4 FPL ts proposmg 

shorter lives which appear flow from thiS revused planning Unfortunately, the 

Company has not provided any Insight Into the dynamics or dnvers behtnd the 

altered capital recovery dates. 

3. 

a. In order to move forward wrth analysis of the proposed recovery destgns. 

some knowledge of current Company specific developments and planning tS 

requtred. Staff needs to specifically understand what has caused FPL to now 

believe these plants will experience shorter overall life spans Please provtde 

Insight into the current VIews and approach used by FPL. and e>.platn how 

those have been applied In revising the plann1ng for the s1tes Involved 1n thts 

fil ing 

b In the last study. there was some dlscuss1on about the manner 1n wtltch 

specific planta are utilized Please describe the manner In whtch these SIX 

plants are utilized for power produchon Also. please proVIde an overvteW of 

any recent or expected changes in the manner of utthzation . 

a In Order No. PSC· 96-0461-FOF-Eitn Do<:tlet No 950359-EI. the Company 

was ordered to book additional deprociit!IOn expense amounts tn each of the 

years 1995, 1996. and 1997 For each of the years 1995 and 1996. what 

was the total amount of that addit.onal deprecaatJon eJ4>ense booked? 

b The Order dl.ed in ·a· above dtrected that the additional expense was first to 

be applied to correct the reserve defidency wtltch then extsted tn the nuclear 

production accounts For the years 1995 and 1996, how much of the total 

additional depreciation expense was applied to the nuclear reserve 

deficiency? 
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c. The Order further directed that the additional expense amount would next be 

applied to correct reserve deficiencies which existed at FPL's other 

production facilities (meaning non-nuclear). A perceived deficiency In the 

amount of $60,338,330 was Identified in that Order. determtned by staff 

calculations based on available Company data as of January 1. 1994 

In each Schedule Ill of the current filing. th'.l heading for Column "( refers to 

"Reserve Deficiency Collected per Docket No 950359-EI." From the total 

amount ahown in th~ schedules. it appears that approxtmatety $(.8 8 M 

was applied to the reserves for the arx generation sites addressed .n the 

current docket Please provide the wont papers shOWing how the total 

amount booked as a result of Docket No. 950359-EI was determined. and 

explain how that amount was d istnbuted among the sites. and the accounts 

.nthin each site. in the current filing 

d . Referring to the total amount of $66 8 M as described In ·c· above. was a:-~y 

expense allocated to sites other than the six Involved in th is docket? Please 

provide amounts allocated for other srtes. or explain the rationale for 

allocating the full amount of these expenses from Docket 95035S-EI to these 

six sites exclusively. 

a. In the current filing. how Is the replacement interval related to the servtce life? 

More speci fically. is the service lrfe shown a function of the replacement 

interval: i.e .. Is the seMCe lrfe calculated using the replacement mterval value 

In the calculation? 

b. Is the meaning of the term "replacement Interval.· and use of the replacement 

interval value. Identical with the pract1ce used an the last filing? 

a. It appears that all investment for these SIX sites htJs now bee,, un1111ed. whtle 

only Riviera and Sanford were unrt1zed at the t1me of the last study For 

those sites not previously unitiZ8d. the tnvestment cannot be traced from the 

last filing to th1s one. Staff would like to understand reasons for some 

observed changes in the investment data 1n the current filing. compared wtth 

that in the last filing. For example. the data for R1viera Common. S1te 

dra1nage System. Acx:ount 311.201, shows a decrease in each line rtem The 

decreases are sometimes very small. 1n some cases less than $10 The 

vintages range from 1947 to 1992 Please explatn what Is represented by 

the decrease in plant Investment 

b. Staff understands that the process of unrtizallon may result In data wh1ch 1s 

very different 1t1 appearance from prev10us records Please explaan what. an 

additional to normal activity of additions. ret1rements and BdJustmf'lnts. may 

cause changes in the data at th1s juncture 
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6. Please briefly describe any major overhauls or repowering proJects wh1ch are 

anticipated for each of these six generation sites In the next five years. 

7. a Are any asbestos projects currently in progress for any of these s1tes? 

b Do any such projects rema1n to be done? 

c. If any asbestos projects rttmain. please Identify the amounts estimated to be 

retired. and estimated year(s) when the project(s) will be undertaken For 

those which are planned Within the next five years. please provide esllmates 

of the project costs as well 
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