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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

TESTIMONY OF KOREL M. DUBIN 

DOCKET NO. 040001 -El 

August 10,2004 

Please state your name and address. 

My name is Korel M. Dubin and my business address is 9250 West 

Flagler Street, Miami, Florida 331 74. 

By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

I am employed by Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) as Manager, 

Regulatory Issues in the Regulatory Affairs Department. 

Have you previously testified in this docket? 

Yes, I have. 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 

The purpose of my testimony is to present for Commission review and 

approval the calculation of the Estimated/Actual True-up amounts for 

the Fuel Cost Recovery Clause (FCR) and the Capacity Cost 

Recovery Clause (CCR) for the period January 2004 through 

December 2004. 
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Have you prepared or caused to be prepared under your 

direction, supervision or control an exhibit in this proceeding? 

Yes, I have. It consists of various schedules included in Appendices 

I and II. Appendix I contains the FCR related schedules and 

Appendix t I contains the CCR related schedules. 

FCR Schedules A-1 through A-9 for January 2004 through June 2004 

have been filed monthly with the Commission, are served on all 

parties and are incorporated herein by reference, 

What is the source of the actual data that you will present by way 

of testimony or exhibits in this proceeding? 

Unless otherwise indicated, 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 

accounting principles and practices and provisions of the Uniform 

System of Accounts as prescribed by this Commission. 

Please describe what data FPL has used as a comparison when 

calculating the FCR and CCR true-ups that are presented in your 

testimony. 

The FCR and CCR true-up calculation compares estimated/actual 

data consisting of actuals for January through June 2004 and revised 

estimates for July through December 2004, with the original 
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estimates for January through December 2004 filed on September 

12, 2003. 

Please explain the calculation of the Interest Provision that is 

applicable to the FCR and CCR true-ups. 

The calculation of the interest provision follows the same 

methodology used in calculating the interest provision for the other 

cost recovery clauses, as previously approved by this Commission. 

The interest provision is the result of multiplying the monthly average 

true-up amount times the monthly average interest rate. The average 

interest rate for the months reflecting actual data is developed using 

the 30 day commercial paper rate as published in the Wall Street 

Journal on the first business day of the current and subsequent 

months. The average interest rate for the projected months is the 

actual rate as of the first business day in July 2004. 

FUEL COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

Please explain the calculation of the FCR Estimated/Actual True- 

up amount you are requesting this Commission to approve. 

Appendix I, pages 2 and 3, show the calculation of the FCR 

Est i rn a t e d/Ac t u a I T r u e - u p am o u n t . The est i mat e d/act u a 1 t r u e - u p 

amount for the period January 2004 through December 2004 is an 

under-recovery, including interest, of $1 82,196,299 (Appendix I, Page 
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3, Column 13, Line C7 plus C8). 

Appendix I, pages 2 and 3 also provide a summary of the Fuel and 

Net Power Transactions (lines A1 through A7), kWh Sales (lines 61 

through B3), Jurisdictional Fuel Revenues (line C1 through C3), the 

True-up and Interest Provision for this period (tines C4 through C1 0), 

and the End of Period True-up amount (line C11). 

The data for January 2004 through June 2004, columns (1) through 

(6) reflects the actual results of operations and the data for July 2004 

through December 2004; columns (7) through (12) are based on 

updated estimates. 

The true-up calculations follow the procedures established by this 

Commission as set forth on Commission Schedule A2 "Calculation 

of True-Up and Interest Provision" filed monthly with the Commission. 

Were these calculations made in accordance with the 

procedures previously approved in predecessors to this 

Docket? 

Yes, they were. 

Please summarize the variance schedule provided as page 4 of 

Appendix 1. 
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The variance calculation of the EstimatecVActual data compared to 

the original projections for the January 2004 through December 2004 

period is provided in Appendix I, Page 4. FPL’s original filing dated 

September 12, 2003 Jurisdictional Projected Total Fuel and Net 

Power Transactions to be $3.364 billion for January through 

December 2004 (See Appendix I, page 4, Column 2, Line C6). The 

estimated/actua/ Jurisdictional Total Fuel Cost and Net Power 

Transactions are now projected to be $3.522 billion for the period 

January through December 2004 (Actual data for January through 

June 2004 and revised estimates for July through December 2004) 

(See Appendix I, Page 4, Column 1, bine CS). Therefore, 

Jurisdictional Total Fuel Cost and Net Power Transactions are $1 58 

million higher than originally projected. (See Appendix I ,  Page 4, 

Column 3, Line C6). 

Jurisdictional Fuel Revenues for 2004 are $22.3 million lower than 

originally projected (Appendix I, Page 4, Column 3, Line C3). The 

$158 million of higher costs plus the $22.3 million of lower revenues, 

plus interest, result in the $1 82.2 million under-recovery. 

This $1 82.2 million estimated/actual under-recovery net of the final 

over-recovery of $41.8 million for the period ending December 2003 

filed on February 23, 2004 results in a net $140.4 million under- 

recovery to be carried forward to the 2005 FCR factors. 
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Please explain the variances in Total Fuel Costs and Net Power 

Transactions. 

As shown on Appendix I, page 4, line C6, the variance in Total Fuel 

Costs and Net Power Transactions is $158 million or an 4.7% 

increase from projections. 

This variance is mainly due to: 

A $242.3 million or 8.2% increase in the Fuel Cost of System Net 

Generation due primarily to higher than projected residual oil and 

natural gas costs. Natural gas costs are currently projected to be 

$78.2 million (3.8%) higher than the original filing. The unit cost 

of natural gas in the estirnated/actual period is $6.53 per MMBTU 

or $63 (1 0.7%) higher than the $5.90 per MMBTU included in 

the original filing. Residual oil costs are currently projected to be 

$156.3 million (22.7%) higher than the original filing. The unit 

cost of residual oil in the estimated/actual period is $4.50 per 

MMBTU or $0.30 (7.1%) higher than the $4.20 per MMBTU 

included in the original filing. 

A $2 million or 4% increase in the Energy Cost of Economy 

Purchases due to higher than projected unit cost for economy 

purchases. 

Offset by: 

e. A $62.7 million or 1 1  6.3% increase in Fuel Cost of Power Sold, 

which is primarily due to selling 85.1% more MWh’s than 
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projected at a 16.8% higher than projected unit cost. 

Additionally, gains from Off-System Sates are $9.9 million or 

141.1 % higher than projected. 

A $1 3 million or 4.5% decrease in Fuel Cost of Purchased Power 

due to 2% less than projected purchases at a slightly lower cost. 

What is the appropriate estimated benchmark level for calendar 

year 2005 for gains on non-separated wholesale energy sales 

eligible for a shareholder incentive as set forth by Order No. 

PSC-OO-1744-PAA-EI, in Docket No. 991 779-El? 

For the forecast year 2005, the three year average threshold consists 

of actual gains for 2002,2003, and January through June 2004, and 

estimates for July through December 2004 (see below). Gains on 

sales in 2005 are to be measured against this three year average 

threshold, after it has been adjusted with the true-up filing (scheduled 

to be filed in April 2005) to include all actual data for the year 2004. 

2002 $ 9,726,487 

2003 $13,091 , I  11 

2004 $1 6,992,686 

Average threshold $1 3,270,095 
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CAPACITY COST RECOVERY CLAUSE 

Please explain the calculation of the CCR EstimatedActual True- 

up amount you are requesting this Commission to approve. 

Appendix II, Pages 2 and 3 show the calculation of the CCR 

Estimated/Actual True-up amount. The calculation of the 

Estimated/Actual True-up for the period January 2004 through 

December 2004 is an under-recovery of $73,892,873 including 

interest (Appendix II, Page 3, Column 13, Lines 17 plus 18). 

Is this true-up calculation made in accordance with the 

procedures previously approved in predecessors to this 

Docket? 

Yes it is. 

Have you provided a schedule showing the variances between 

the Estimated/Actuals and the Original Projections? 

Yes. Appendix II, Page 4, shows the Estimated/Actual capacity 

charges and applicable revenues (January through June 2004 

reflects actual data and the data for July through December 2004 is 

based on updated estimates) compared to the original projections for 

the January 2004 through December 2004 period. 

What is the variance related to capacity charges? 
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As shown in Appendix II, Page 4, Column 3, Line 12, the variance 

related to capacity charges is a $74.7 million (12.4%) increase. The 

primary reasons for this variance is a $12.3 million increase in 

payments to non-cogenerators, a $1 6.6 million increase in short-term 

capacity payments, an $8.8 million increase in payments to 

cogenerators, a $2.2 million increase in Transmission of Electricity by 

Others, and a $38.8 million increase in Incremental Power Plant 

Security Costs. These amounts are slightly offset by a $3.1 million 

increase in Transmission Revenues from Capacity Sales. 

The $38.8 million increase in Incremental Power Plant Security Costs 

is primarily a result of the expanded scope of activities needed to 

comply with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Design Basis 

Threat Order EA-03-086. FPL had originally projected $2.05 million 

in its September 13, 2003 filing for compliance with the DBT Order. 

FPL’s current projection of the cost of complying with that order is 

$40.36 million. The reasons for this increase are addressed in the 

testimony of FPL witness, John Hartzog. The $1 2.3 million increase 

in payments to non-cogenerators is primarily due to higher than 

originally projected payments to Southern Company and SJRPP. 

The $16.6 million increase in short-term capacity payments is 

primarily due to higher than estimated short-term purchases. FPL 

entered into several short-term economic capacity transactions that 

were not included in its original projections for 2004. The $8.8 million 
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increase in payments to cogenerators is due to higher than originally 

projected payments to ICL and Cedar Bay. 

Additionally, Page 4, Column 3, Line 15, Capacity Cost Recovery 

revenues, net of revenue taxes, are $1 -2 million higher than originally 

projected. The $74.7 million higher costs less the $1.2 million 

additional revenue, plus interest, results in an estimated/actual 2004 

true-up amount of $73.9 million under-recovery (Appendix II, Page 4, 

Column 3, Lines 16 plus 17). This under-recovery of $73.9 million 

plus the final 2003 under-recovery of $7 million filed on February 23, 

2004 results in an under-recovery of $80.9 million to be carried 

forward to the 2005 capacity factor. 

Are all of the power plant security costs that FPL has included 

in its CCR calculation incremental costs? 

Yes. The 2002 Minimum Filing Requirements (MFRs) filed in Docket 

No. 001 148-El do not include any of the  incremental power plant 

security costs as a result of 9/11/01 or other Homeland Security 

responses that FPL has included for recovery through the capacity 

clause. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes, it does. 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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TESTIMONY OF J. R. HARTZOG 

DOCKET NQ. 040001 -El 

August 10,2004 
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2 A. 
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My name is John R. Hartzog. My business address is 700 Universe 

Boulevard, Juno Beach, Florida 33408. 

4 

5 Q. 

6 A. 

By whom are you employed and what is your position? 

I am employed by Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) as 

7 

8 Business Unit. 

Manager, Nuclear Financial & Information Services in the Nuclear 
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1 4  A. The purpose of my testimony is to present and explain FPL's 
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December 2004. 

ri d January 2004 through 

What was FPL’s projection of 2004 incremental nuclear security 

costs that was filed in Docket No. 030001-EI? 

In its September 13, 2003 filing, FPL projected 2004 incremental 

nuclear security costs to be $1 2 million. 

What is FPL’s current projection of those costs? 

FPL‘s current projection of 2004 incremental nuclear security costs is 

$50.2 million. 

Please explain the reason for this increase. 

These additional costs are necessary to ensure that FPL is in 

compliance with Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Design 

Basis Threat (DBT) Order EA-03-086 dated April 29, 2003 (the “DBT 

Order”). In its September 13, 2003 filing, FPL projected $2.05 million 

for compliance with the DBT Order. FPL’s current projection for 

complying with that order is $40.36 million. 
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What has changed since FPL’s filing in Docket No. 030001- El 

that requires additional expenditures to comply with the DBT 

Order? 

The original DBT Order only stated in broad outline the levels of 

personnel, equipment and armament against which plants must 

defend. It provided no details about how those resources might be 

deployed against a particular plant, much less about the type of 

facilities and actions that the plant should use to defend itself. When 

FPL projected its costs of complying with the DBT Order in 

September 2003, very little information was available as to what 

meeting the DBT would actually entail. 

Subsequent to that original projection, a series of frequent meetings 

has been conducted among the NRC, nuclear industry and the 

Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI). The meetings resulted in several 

revisions to the original DBT Order with the latest revision being 

issued as recently as May 2004. Even as refined by those revisions, 

there are still outstanding issues about the DBT Order that require 

further clarification. Meetings are continuing to resolve those issues. 

Finally, the NRC is currently in the process of developing and 

implementing Force on Force exercises (FOF) to test the defenses 

of licensed plants. A pilot FOF exercise was held at Turkey Point in 
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April 2004. Based on current requirements, the exercise was a 

success, but it led to the NRC’s identifying additional requirements 

for FPL to satisfy in complying with the DBT Order. 

As a result of the NRC’s revisions to the DBT Order and 

interpretations of how it is to applied, FPL is now aware of 

substantial commitments of personnel and facilities that it must make 

in order to comply with the DBT Order. 

Please provide an explanation of FOF Exercises. 

FOF exercises are a method the NRC utilizes to test a nuclear site’s 

ability to defend against the criteria for DBT requirements. The 

exercises also test to ensure adequate protection of public health, 

safety and common defense security is maintained. 

To the extent permitted by NRC safeguards requirements, 

please provide a brief description of the additional 

commitments of personnel and facilities that FPL must make in 

order to comply with the DBT Order. 

The commitments include additional security personnel, bullet 

resistant enclosures, additional fencing, lighting and gates, additional 

4 
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communication systems and equipment, remote surveillance 

equipment and software modifications, vehicle barrier system and 

terrain modifications. I should note that complying with the DBT 

Order is especially complicated at Turkey Point due to the fossil units 

that are located immediately adjacent to the nuclear units. 

Are there other factors that impact the costs of complying with 

the DBT Order? 

Yes. There are a limited number of vendors that are qualified to 

perform the new requirements imposed by the NRC. FPL is 

competing with the rest of the nuclear industry for the services of 

those vendors to meet the DBT Order‘s tight compliance deadline. In 

addition, a large portion of the increased compliance costs is for the 

construction or modification of buildings and other structures at the 

plants. The price of gasoline has directly affected the cost of steel, 

and cement prices have increased dramatically due to China’s 

purchasing the majority of all cement that would otherwise be 

imported. 

Do the increased incremental nuclear security costs you have 

described meet the Commission’s criteria for recovery through 

the Capacity Costs Recovery Clause? 
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Yes, they do. All of the increased incremental costs are necessary 

to respond to additional, post-9/11 security requirements, and none 

of the increased costs were included in FPL’s most recent MFRs. 

Can FPL now be certain what will be required to comply with 

the DBT Order? 

While the compliance picture is much clearer now than it was when 

FPL projected 2004 incremental nuclear security costs in Docket No. 

03000t -El, unfortunately there still remains a measure of 

uncertainty. The process of defining what is required to comply with 

the DBT Order is still not finished, so it is possible that the NRC 

could impose further requirements that FPL would have to satisfy. 

Moreover, the current deadline for complying with the DBT Order is 

October 29, 2004. It will be a race against time for FPL to implement 

by that deadline all the plant changes that FPL now knows are 

needed. If FPL is not able to complete all those changes by the 

deadline, it may need to implement temporary compensatory 

measures (primarily, additional personnel). Implementing 

compensatory measures would likely have the effect of deferring 

some of the projected construction costs into 2005, but increasing 

personnel costs for 2004. 
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b Incmnmtal Hcdg~ug 
c Nuclear Fuel ihpxal Costs 

d'Coal Dcprcciaticm t Return 
e Gas Plpchncs Dcprnunon & R e m  
f DOE D&D Fund Payment 

2 a Fuel Cost of P o w  Sold (Pcr A6) 
b Gam t h n  O f f - S p e  Sales 

3' a FuelCastofPurchsedP~wa(PerA7) 
b Encrgy Payments toQualifyingFantitics(PerA8) 
C o k l a a t a  % ~ m m t  Amortmhon rnclvdisg infercsl 

4 
5 
6 Adj-wtmznb to Fuel Cast 

E n - 9  Cog_of E+onomy Puree (Per A9) 
T&I FFI COSU & Nct P o w a - T ~ i o r u  

a  sal^ to Fll Keys Elect Coop (FKEC) & City of Key West (CKW) 
b Rnmye and Valtagc Cnnmt I Energy Imhalancc Fuel Rcrmuts 

d Nan Raovcnblc_Ot~ank &noms 
C hVCatoly AdJU$tlCUtS 

7 Adjusted Total Fuel COSLS &Net Power Trmsact~ons 

3 k w b  Mes 
1 Junsdrctlonal k? 
2 
3 

Sale for Rcsale (excludmg FKEC & CKW) 
Sub-Total Sales (excludmg FKEC & CKW) 

S 331,417,022 S 323.993.606 S 305.098.671 S 258.860.614 S 239,867,115 S 3,19O,S53,382 
34.945 34,945 34.945 48,775 34,945 539378 

1383.357 1.828.859 1,515.688 1,483.193 1.606560 21,766,140 
369,798 367.579 365,329 363.'# 360,921 4.1 89,004 

6,671,000 $67 I ,000 
75,003 49,341 48,901 48,.461 48,02 I 1354, I79 

(8,052.6s I ) (7B2260) (7353.729) (IO, 176,498) (13.080.892) (1 1_6,641,4q 
(93S.800) (555.650) (40?.4?0] (4_36.?) (759.0001 (1 qy.686) 

34p69.259 33,152,675 17,691216 24,026.493 275,731,445 
13300.000 12983,000 13.61 6.000 I 1 pa 13,563,000 147,810,238 

797,800 797.132 796,463 795.795 795,126 9,586,975 
2.929,499 2,907,577 6336,972 i.771883 5,977327 54.4 14.740 

3,578386,211 

2U25358 

272.4395 16 375,988232 367.673.804 340377~ 79 292225.579 

6 Jurisdletlanat % of Total Sales (Bl/B3) 

TrlKsp Calcnhtion 
1 
2 

Junr Fuel Rcvenua (Ne1 of Revenue Taxes) 
Fnel Ad@gment &veons Not App5blc  to P e w  

a mor Pcnod True-up (Co!le*cdyRcfunded This Period 
I? GPIF, Net of Rcvcnue T ~ c s  (a) 
c 011 Backout Revenus, N!I ofwcnuc h e s  

Jundictlonal Fuel Rcvcnucs Applicable to p~od 3 -  - __ __ - - 
4 a AdJU+d~otal Fuel Costs & Net Powcr Tm~~+hns ( h e  A-7) 

c RTP Incremental FueI -100% Retail 
d D&D Fund Papmts -1Wh Retail 
e Adj Total Fuel Costs & NR Power Trawcbons - Excludtng 100% Retail I t a  

(pa-C4t+c4d) 
Jumdichonal Sales % ofTotal kwh Sals ( h e  B-6) 
J~~nsd~chonal Total Fuel Cos& &Net  Power Transacfions (Linc C4e x C5 x 

b N*IFCl Expcnx - IW? Retul(Aca. 518.1 11) 

5 
6 

I I 00059(c)) +(Lines C4br,d) - . . - __ - - __ 
7 

True-up Provision for tk Month + Ovcr/(Un&r) Recovcry (Lne C3 - h c  C6) 
In- Provision for the Month (Lme DIO) 8 

9 a  me-up BC ~ t c r c s ~ ~ v i s i o n  &g ofpcnod - o(../c~nd.r) ~ccovery 

10 P r i o r P ~ ~ o d T ~ u p C o l l a c c d / ( R e ~ ~ ) ~  C ~ o d  
11 

b D e f e  TIUC~I-BC&~UUI~ Of Period - Ovd(U@cr) R a c ~ v ~ r y  

End of Penod Net True-up Amount Ova/(Under) R c c o v c r y ( L ~ ~ ~ ~  c7 h u g h  

(3,753,546) (36922W (3,953,281) (3.771,405) (3539.694) (3,239,889) ( 3 3 7 3 9 )  
(335.1 14.86) 

9,740.63 
(45,837.17) 

s 370,096,463 s 3n.095.948 s 363,no.m s 336.6os.m s 288,685.88s s 269,199,628 Is 3.s3a.824.932 

9,766926,607 9,956,053270 9.877393.892 9,083,786,9926 8.072305230 7.940,128,805 100289,458,094 
4836 1,368 50,429. I42 5 L33 1964 49,7299793-. 44,385,5501 40,270,148 54&020208 

9,g15.487.975 10.006.482.412 9928.725.855 9.1 33.516,720 8.1 16.690.73 I 7.980198953 100,832.478,602 

99.50526% 99.49604% 99.483Wh 99 45552Yo 99 453 16% 99 49539% N/A 

S 359,733,073 S 366698,941 S 363,801,778 S 334571,838 S 297.317.190 S 292,448.899 5 3,693,879,193- 

1~.729,85_9) 
(611,027) (61 1,027) (61 1,027) (611.027) (61 1,027) (61 1,027) 0332324) 

(10) 
S 330,394,558 s 337360,425 S 334.463262 S 305233,323 S 267,978,674 S 263.110384 S 3,341.817.000 
S 370,096,463 S 372,095,948 S 363,720,523 S 336,605775 S 288.685.885 S 269.199.628 S 3,538,824,932 

(28.727.488j (28,727,488) (28,727.488) (28,727.488) (2~~727,488) (28,727,488) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 6,671 ,000 6.671.000 

3,532,153,932 370,096,443 372,095,948 363,720,523 336.60S.775 282,014,885 269,199,628 
99.50526 % 99.49604 % 99.48300 K 9?.42%52 % 9945316 % 99.49539 % NIA 

S (38,088,167) 5 (33,078.739) S (27,590,311) S (29,737217) S 

(181530) (1 89.129) (191,120) (19 p1) 
(200,739,133) (21028 1.141) (2!4.82 1,521) (213,875,464) 

41,891676 41,808,676 41,808,676 - 41.808.676 
2vn.48a 28,727,488 28.727.488 28.727.488 



I I  I I  FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

B 

: .  

Jurisdictional kWh Sales 
1 Jurisdictional kWh Sales 100,289,458,094 100,9 13,606,000 (624,147,906) (0.6) 90 

3 Sub-Total Sales (excluding PKEC & CKW) 100,832,478,602 101,433,438,000 (600,959.398) (0.6) 46 
2 Sale for Resale (excluding FKEC 8t CKW) 543,020,508 5 19,832,000 23,188,508 4.5 % 

CALCULATlON OF VARIANCE - ESTULIATE!D/ACTiJAL vs C 
FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY THROUGH DECEM1 

5 
6 
7 

(D4a-D4b-D4c-D4d) 3,532,153,932 3,373,432,249 158,721,683 1 4.7 % 

Jurisdictional Total Fuel Costs & Net Power Transactions - $ 3,522,111,210 $ 3,364,101,110 $ 158,010,100 ~ 4.7 % 

1 Jurisdictional Sales % of Total k W h  Sales N/A NIA NIA NIA 

True-up Provision for the Period Over/(Under) Recovery (Line C3 - Line C6) $ (1 80,244,299) $ 0 $ (180,244,299) N/A 
8 Interest Provision for the Period (1,952,000) 0 (1,952,000) NIA 
9 a True-up & Interest Provision Beg. of Period - Over/(Under) Recovery 

0 41,808,676 NIA 
(344,729,859) 0 0.0 % (344,729,859) 

b Deferred True-up Beginning of Period - Over/(Under) Recovery 41,808,676 
IO Prior Period True-up Collected/(Refunded) This Period 344,729,859 344,729,859 0 0.0 % 
I 1  End of Period Net True-up Amount Overl(Under) Recovery (Lines C7 through 

DlO) $ ( 140,387,623) $ 0 $ (140,387,423) NIA --- 

_ _  NOTES 
(a) 
(b) 

Per Original Projections approved by the Commission in Order No. PSC-1461-FOF-E1 (December 22,2003). 
Generation Performance Incentive Factor is (($7,449,429) x 98.4280%) - See Order No. PSC-03-1461-FOF-EI. 
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APPENDIX II 

CAPACITY COST RECOVERY 

ESTIMATEDIACTUAL TRUE UP CALCULATION 

KMD-4 

FPL WITNESS: K.M. DUBIN 
August I O ,  2004 

DOCKET NO. 040001-El 

1 



I I I  I 
13. IJurisdictiond Cgacity Charges Auchonzed I 1 s 51.479.982 s 50.803.661 

I I 1  I 

Notes: 

(4,745,466 

s 47.874.57s 

s 40.8B3.478 

2393.762 

I I  I I 
(m) Per K, M. Dubin's Testimony Appcndirm Page 3, Red Septernbrrl2. 2003. 
(b) Per FPSC Order No. PSC-N-lO92-FOF-EI, Docket No. MOO@l-%I, as ndjurted in August 1933, p e r m  Hoffman's Testimony 

I I I I 

1 I I Appendix IV, Docket No. 930@01-EK, IUed July 8,19934 I I 

$ 43.m.2Lul - 
(4.597.335 

9dO 

I 
2393.762 I 2393.762 

I 

~ 

(4745.465 

5 63.208.733 

S 52685.350 

- 
2393.762 

s 55.279.II2 - 



w 



Llne 
No. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4a. 

4b. 

ESTIMATED I 
ACTUAL 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

otes: 

ORIGINAL VARIANCE 
YO 

FLORIDA POWER & L K H T C O M P P Y  
CAPACITY COST F-COVFRY CLAUSE 

FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER 2004 
CA-LCULATION OF. ESTIMATE/ACTUAL TRUE-UP VA-EANCES 

Capacity Payments to Non-cogenerators (UPS 8i SJRPP) 

Short T e n  Capacity Payments 

Capacity Payments to Cogenerators (QFs) 

SJRPP Suspension Accrual 

Return Requirements on SJRPP Suspension Payments 

Okeelanta Settlement 

Incremental Plant Security Costs 

Transmission of Electricity by Others 

Transmission Revenues from Capacity Sales 

Total (Lines 1 through 8) 

Jurisdictional Separation Factor 

Jurisdictional Capacity Charges 

Capacity related amounts included in Base 
Rates (FPSC Portion Only) (b) 

Jurisdictional Capacity Charges Authorized 
for Recovery through CCR Clause 

Capacity Cost Recovery Revenues 
(Net of Revenue Taxes) 

Prior Period Tme-up Provision 

Capacity Cost Recovery Revenues Applicable 
to Current Period (Net of Revenue Taxes) 

True-up Provision for Period - Over/(Under) 
Recovery (Line 15 - Line 12) 

Interest Provision for Period 

True-up & Interest Provision Beginning of 
Period - Over/(Under) Recovery 

Deferred True-up - Over/(Under) Recovery 

Prior Period True-up Provision 
- Collected/(Refi~nded) this Period 

End of Period True-up - Over/(Under) 
Recovery (Sum of Lines 16 through 20) 

$ 189,565,905 $ 177,228228 f 12,337,377 , 

10 1,007,323 84,454,210 16,553,113 , 

359,081,428 350,288,484 8,792,944 , 

5,073,564 5,073,564 0 

(3,852,557) (3,852,557): (0) 

36,183,937 36,180,354 3,583 I 

52,474,009 13,673,611 38,800,398 

8.41 9,200 6,259,386 2, I 59,814 

$ 740,657,792 $ 665,069,770 $ 75,588,022 

98.84301% 98.84301% I 0 

$ 732,088,455 $ 657,374,979 $ 74,7!3,476 , 

$ 675,142,863 $ 600,429,387 S 74,713,476 ' 

$ 572,906,337 , S 571,704,239 $ 1,202,097 , 

28,725,148 28,725,148 0 .  

$ 601,631,485 ' $ 600,429,387 ' $ 1,202,097 ' 

7.0 0, 

19.6 0, 

2.5 0, 

0.0 o/ 

0.0 9 

0.0 9 

283.8 o/ 

34.5 b 

72.2 b 

11.4 9 

0.0 01 

11.4 0, 

N!A __. 

12.4 0, 

0 2  0, 

NIA 

0.2 9 

. i . . . . .. . . . . . . 

$ (73,511,378)- I $0 $ 673,511,378) N/A 

(38 1,495) 0 .  (381,495). N/A 

28,725,148 28,725,148 0 N/A 

I _... ~ 

(7,050,083) 0 (7,050,083) NIA 

(28,725,148) (28,725,148) 0 .  N/A 

$ (80,942,956), $0 S (80,942,956) NIA 

- -  
(a) Per K. M. Dubin's Testimony Appendix Ill, Page 3, 

Docket No. 03000l-El,~fil~d~September 12, 2003. 
(b) Per FPSC Order No. PSC-94-1092-FOF-El, Docket No. 940001-El. 
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