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Electronic Filing 

a. Person responsible for this electronic filing: 

John T. Burnett, Esq. 
100 Central Avenue 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

John burnett@pgnmail com 

b. Docket No. 080001-El 
In Re: Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recovery Clause with Generating Performance Incentive Factor 

c. The documents are being filed on behalf of Progress Energy Florida. 

d. There are a total of 8 pages. 

(727) 820-5184 

e. The document attached for electronic filing is Progress Energy Florida's Response t o  Staff Data Request #2 & 
Additional Question #4L pertaining t o  PEF's Mid-Course Petition. ;,:. f*?F' ... .. 

<<Document.pdfss 

Lisa S t r i ~ l i t  
RegulatoryAffairs Analyst - Legal Dept 
Progress Energy Svc Co. 
106 E. College Ave., Suite 800 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Telephone: (850) 521-1425 direct line 
lisa.slrighl@pgnmail.com 
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This data requeqt 15 fnr infnrmrrtm to cuppart the mid-course correction petition which is 
scheduled for the July 1, 200X agenda conference. 

... . . . . . .  
Truwup und GPIF 
mWh 

1 

2. 

3. 

4. 

. .  52,082,324,008 .. $23 58,990236 
"$168,769,346 -$16!!,76V,346 

4 I 39 1 .OK3 39,438,904 

For Datu Rqurvl 1 ubovt?, pltv i  idtniily dl cost dnvcn nu&x cost rccovrry, GBKA 
for Plant X, fuel pnce bedgtng, elc) ulal cuu~t: il chunyt? in mtw of mort? lhun S0.50 on thc 
rwidmtml I,oDo K'CYH bill for 2aW and quwbfy each dnvas mpact on a S/l,ooO KWtI 
basis. 

Total Jurisdictional Fuel Revenue ............... 

Jurisdicliond Fuel Cwls 
T N C - u p  and GI'IF 

Reswnse: Hefar to Attnchment titled 'ElfJ Schedules fnr ZIHIX & Z(109'' 

Please complete the four tables in A~tachmennt 1. 

Resnonsc: Please see attached hereto the completed tAbles for Attachment 1. 

Please reti to PEF's 2008 original E-1 Sch&ile ccnd to PEF's mid-cotuse E I-B Sdwlule 

Eshmated FMmated/Actual 
$46.00878876 545.49550992 
$50.06661546 554.74265299.~ 
-$4.0578%695 -%4,27VX@%i 

$/mWi dnilations based on die above uunibers ofdollus mid mwli's folluw. 



StaFhuq a lcu iu ld  PEF’s 2008 Estinit~tdA~a~uul NcZ Fuel ltcvcnuc Less Expcnsc and cxprcsscd the 
calculation iis fulluws, based 011 rstir11uirJiuc~uul nlMrhs und $hnWhu. Stuff Y cxprcysion wnsisa of 
ff lrce pwlu. 

I )  @timdtd Rcvcnuc p a  mWh - EstimatccUActual I<evenue per mWh) * EstimtdActual 
mWh = ($45.49550992-$46.00878876) * 39,438,934 = -920,243,155 

2) (Ltimatod Expcnscs pn mWh - EstimaWActual Expenwper mWh) * Fsimateri/Actual 
mWh =(50.06661546-54.74265291) * 39,438,904=-$lR4,~17,795 

3) (EsdimaWActual mWh - Estimated mwh) * Ttue-up md GPII: %/mWh = (89,418,904 - 
41,591,OAX) * -$4.0.5782M.W =$8,733,109 

Rased on rhme calculations, PEF’s estimated 2008 iuid~~ecovzxy is: 

-%20,243,155 - $184,417,795 + $8,733,109 -5195,327,841 

A. Does PEF agrm that tlte estimated Jitrisdictiod Furl Costs per inwh plus h e  etdinmtd True- 
up and GPIF, or $50.%661546 - $4,057826695 $46.00878877 is il $/mWh rqxesmtution of 
PTPs cost re”xy factor exchiding Rnicnur Taxes? Ifnot, please a p l a i ~ i  why oot? 

pesoon*: YCS. 

B. Duw PEF u p c  that thc -$2U,243,155 is a fau cshmatc of the revenue decrease that wlll result 
Gum vtxiation in Lht-pruprtiunu by wluch the rate c k c s  trsc cncrgy? Ifnot please explain 
why not? 

Reswnse: Yes. 

C. Docs PEF agrc that the +$X,733,1(15, is a fair esbmate of the umefunrlecf ‘liue-up and GPIF 
dollars for ZINW Ifnot, pleme explam why not? 

Response: Yes. 

D. Does PEF agree thai the two above dollar amounts. -S20,243.155 atul +$8,733,109 are s l d l  
compared to PEF’s 2008 estiniatediactual Net Fuel Revalue ($1,963,062,394)7 If not, p l w e  
explain whynot 

p m :  Yen. In comparison tu Net Fwl Revenue, these amuunts are relatively small, 
hut cunuktenl with the Cujmnissiun rules and applicable policies, these amounts should 
bu included and are recoverable. 



E Dues PEF a p e  hrll tlie rLiuuiriing u~drrrecovcry dullw,  -$184,417,795, ltccounl I'~T n d y  
,111 of PEF's estkmtdwtwl200S uncletre~uvny? If iwt, pl~.ayr: exylaui why twL 

R~~wnsr;:  Yes. PEF agrees that the $184,414,795 accounts: for newly all of PEF's 
estimated/actual 2008 under recovery. In addition to this amount, the ZUU7 hue-up 
m o u n t  of $16,807,030 should also be included. 

F. DOL3 PEF agrw thut thc wxwcd 2008 Fucl and Purchased Powcr pncc estimates (as 
expressed above in UmWh) arc thc mam caw of PBE's 2008 wtmatcdlactual 
undcmcovery? If not, pleae explam why not. 

Rwmnser Yes. 

G k? PT:V agree that nather the differen- between estimated mwh's and eshated/achial 
mWh'q nnr the difference betwean the estimated fe~tfliie %mWh and the esthated/actual 
revenue $hWh has any significant eI%t of  the estimatetl/sdual wderrecovay. Tf not, please 
explain why not 

Reswnse: Yes. 

Please refer to PW's response to Question 10 in PEF's Resyollses to StaffData Rq& Dated June 6, 
2008, PEF's origi~ial 2008 E-3 Sclwdule, anrl PEF's revised 2008 E-3 Schedule in its m i d - w m  
petitioil. 

H. An the dollar mnwun(U livlal in PEF'Y rwponul: tu QuLvlion #IO the diffcmw bctwccn 
whaled dollrur mounts and the corresponding estunntediuctud dollar mounts, not adjusted 
for h e  wwmpmying diffemw b h w n  wtmattcd. mwh amounts and thcu mmspondmg 
ac~uaYestx" mWh mounts'! If not, plcwc cxpluun why not. 

Kwmnse: Yes. 

1. Does 1%- agree that the sum of other Sales thmugh Adjustment to Fkel (Inst rqnments 
Junsdlctional Fuel Cost? Ifnot, please explan why not. 

Response: Yea. 

Dna PIT agree that the annual mrm of Other Sal= hii& Acljiutmmt to Fnd Cost thin the 
fable is -$91,675,700? If not, please explain wliy not. 

J 

-: Yw. 

K. Don PEF u p e  (hut the sum, 491,675,700, dcrstatcs by about 50% thc cffcct of increased 
Fud und P u r c h d  Powcr pncu (-%184,417,795) on PEF's actualksttmated 2WX 
undmcovq f?  If not, piease explain why not and please explam how PEP'S underrecovery 
can contain -$99,021,079 due to the d a & w  in mWh saks when 1) PW's X X ) X  True-up rmd 
GPIE' dollars total only slh8,769346, 2) the estimated denewe in mWh sa ls  iq  only by 5 2 
percent, 7) the total mount (True-up ann GPlF dollars) is being refilmled, and 4) the 



Juriudichunul MWH Sdcs (rcvcnucs md mp~7iscs) vary according to thc numbcr of mWh’s 
Sold. 

Reswnse: Yes. 
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Question x 3 

Table 4 -Percent lncnaset front 20118 (Augmt-December) IO 2009 

I I I Collect Cnllgt over 



PEF’S RF SPONSE TO sT.4FF DATA REQUEST DATED JUXE 12,2008 
DOCKET NO. 080001-EI 

This  data request is for infnmation to support the mid-course correction petition which is 
whectuled f ir  the July I ,  2008 agenda conference 

41,. The lune 12. 2008, Data Request, gutslion 4, included a sluFT wrlculution or 
PEF‘s actual/estimated fuel atid purchased p w e r  uiider rewvay expressed in 
terns of estiuiated S/MWH, eutimak&ucluul SRVIWH, und cutimatcd/actual 
MWH The attached tables cutitaiii a siriiilur calculation (using eikwh) tlnd the 
detailed cnldulionv by suurw of fucl md purchascd powcr. Duc to rounding, the 
totaljurisdictional MCVH wlev undrr rccuvcry is ~li&tly dffcrcnt from the 
culculutio~i shown on Pnge 2 of the June 12 Data Kequcst. ’l’hc sourcc ot the data 
u v d  Cur Lhrsr C U ~ C U ~ U ~ ~ O A S  1s the Company’s ongnal200Y h Schedules and the 
Company’s 2008 Mid-wurss E SGhLUtulw. DOLY PEF agree wth the rcsults in the 
utlwhd Table 3, Column (c)? I f  not, please explain why not. 

RESPONSE: Yes, I’EV agrees wlth the results in Tahle 8 ,  C nlumn (e). 



~..,.". , 


