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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Review of Florida Power & ) 
Li&t Comaanv’s earnings 1 

Docket No. 100410-E1 
Filed: February 28,201 1 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY’S RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO 
PETITION OF FRANK WOODS AND KELLY SULLIVAN TO INTERVENE, 

MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION, NOTICE OF PROTEST, 
AND REOUEST FOR FORMAL HEARING 

Pursuant to Rules 25-22.039, 25-22.060 and 28-106.204, Florida Administrative Code 

(“F.A.C.”), Florida Power & Light Company (“FPL”) hereby responds in opposition to the 

petition to intervene, motion for reconsideration, notice of protest, and request for formal hearing 

that was filed in this docket by Frank Woods and Kelly Sullivan on February 21, 2011 (the 

“WooddSullivan Petition”)’. The grounds for this response are as follows: 

Petition to Intervene 

1. The Petitioners should not be permitted to intervene, because they have failed to 

allege any substantial interest of sufficient immediacy to satisfy the standing test enunciated in 

Ameristeel Carp. v .  Clark, 691 So.2d 473 (Fla. 1997). In Ameristeel, the Supreme Cowl of 

Florida cautioned that the injury-in-fact prong of the standing test established in Agrico 

Chemical Co. v. Department of Environmental Regulation, 406 So.2d 478 (Fla. 2”d DCA 1981) 

could not be met by mere speculation on the possible occurrence of injurious events. Here, the 

Petitioners are speculating that -- in spite of the mechanism in Paragraph 7 of the Stipulation and 

Settlement Agreement approved by the Commission in Docket No. 080677-E1 for FPL to 

I The Woods/Sullivan Petition is largely identical to the petition filed by Daniel and Alexandria 
Larson on February 9,201 1 and FPL’s response is thus substantially the same. 

0 0 : UH : 4 i !I u H 5 f ? - [‘ A‘ r 1 

0 I 3  I 2  FEB23= 

FPSC-COHMISSiOti CLERK 



maintain its return on equity (“ROE”) within the authorized range of 9% to 11%, FPL’s express 

commitment to the Commission that it in6ends to use Paragraph 7 to achieve that end,’ and FPL’s 

forecasted earnings surveillance report for ‘2010 (Attachment 1 hereto) and monthly earnings 

surveillance report for December 2010 (Attachment 2 hereto) showing that FPL is maintaining 

its ROE within that range -- FPL will fail to do so. 

2. The Petitioners further speculate that, if FPL indeed failed to maintain its ROE 

within the authorized range, the Commission could use an earnings review to require a 

retroactive refund over FPL‘s objection. The Commission has never before required a 

retroactive refund of earnings over the objection of the utility, as was contemplated in the Staff 

recommendation for this docket. FPL has previously expressed its belief that the Commission 

lacks authority to order retroactive refunds of base revenues. Whether on an interim or 

permanent basis and whether based on an historic or projected test period, rates are set 

prospectively, because the Commission is prohibited from engaging in retroactive ratemaking. 

See, e.g., Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Co. v. Public Service Commission, 453 So.2d 

780 (Fla. 1984); Citizens v. Public Service Cornmission, 448 So.2d 1024 (Fla. 1984); Cify of 

Miami v. Public Service Commission, 208 So.2d 249 (Fla. 1968); letter from John Butler to 

Marshall Willis, dated September 29, 2010, Document No. 0821 1-10 in this docket. And, in any 

event, the Commission has never even attempted to overlay an earnings review over the top of an 

existing, approved settlement agreement, as it would be doing here. See January 11, 201 I 

agenda conference transcript, pages 46-47. Thus, the Petitioners’ standing argument is doubly 

speculative, taking it further afield of the immediacy requirement enunciated in Ameristeel. 

* See January 1 1,201 1 agenda conference transcript at page 23 (FPL’s counsel assured the 
Commission that “it is fully FPL’s intent to use the settlement agreement, Paragraph 7, to stay 
within the 9 to 1 1 percent range.”) 
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3. The reality is that nothing the Commission has done affects the Petitioners’ 

substantial interests. The Commission voted to not investigate FPL’s earnings and/or require 

FPL to hold specified earnings subject to refund and therefore ordered that the relevant docket 

opened by the Commission Staff be c l o ~ e d . ~  The Petitioners have cited no legal authority for the 

proposition that a putative party has a substantial interest in the Commission’s decision to close 

this docket without initialing an earnings review. 

4. FPL also notes that, while the Commission has traditionally allowed individual 

customers to intervene in proceedings affecting rates, the Petitioners’ intcrvention here would be 

unnecessary and unwarranted. The Stipulation and Settlement Agreement discussed above was 

entered into by all of the major parties to FPL’s 2009 rate case, including the Office of Public 

Counsel (“OPC”) and the .Office of the Attorney General. Both of those entities actively and 

aggressively represent the interests of individual customers such as the Petitioners. In this 

docket, OPC specifically urged the Commission not to initiate an earnings review because of its 

concern over the impact that doing so might have on a settlement that locks in what OPC 

characterized as a “very pro-consumer decision.” Id. at 48. FPL fails to see what allowing the 

Petitioners to intervene as individual customers would contribute beyond entertaining 

speculation which, as noted, is not a proper basis for standing under Florida law. 

5 .  In reality, the Petitioners are not seeking to protect their own, legitimate interests 

in Commission action. Rather, they seek to assume the Commission’s (and perhaps Public 

Counsel’s) authority and responsibilities -to stand as surrogates for those public institutions and 

conduct the institutions’ business as they feel it should be conducted. Nothing in the law of 

standing permits intervention for such a purpose. 

’ See Florida Public Service Commission Vote Sheet, Docket No. 100410-EI, dated January 11, 
201 1 (Document No. 00275-1 1); Order No. PSC-l1-0103-FOF-EI, issued February 7,201 1, in 
Docket No. 100410-EI. 
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6. Finally, the Woods/Sullivan Petition is untimely. Even if the Petitioners were 

allowed to intervene, they would necessarily “take the case as they find it.” See Rule 25-22.039, 

F.A.C. How they find this case is that a final order has already been issued. None of what they 

seek via intervention would be timely or appropriate. 

Motion for Reconsideration 

7. The Petitioners likewise fail to satisfy the standard for reconsideration. The 

standard of review for a motion for reconsideration, often cited by the Commission, is: 

Whether the motion identifies a point of fact or law which was overlooked or 
which the Commission failed to consider in rendering its order. See, Stewart 
Bonded Warehouse. Inc. v. Bevis, 294 So. 2d 315 (Fla. 1974); Diamond Cab Co. 
m, 146 So. 2d 889 (Fla. 1962); and Pinaree v. Ouaintance, 394 So. 2d 161 
(Fla. 1st DCA 1981). In a motion for reconsideration, it is not appropriate to 
reargue matters that have already been considered. Sherwood v. State, 11 1 So. 2d 
96 (Fla. 3d DCA 1959), citing State ex. rel. Javtex Realtv Co. v. Green, 105 So. 
2d 817(Fla. 1st DCA 1958): 

In Diamond Cab, the Court stated: 

The purpose of a petition for rehearing is merely to bring to the attention of the 
trial court, or in this instance, the administrative agency, some point which it 
overlooked or failed to consider when it rendered its order in the first 
instance.. , , It is not intended as a procedure for re-arguing the whole case 
merely because the losing party disagrees with the judgment or order. . . . 

Id. at 891. The Petitioners have pointed to nothing that the Commission overlooked or failed to 

consider when it decided in Order No. PSC-11-0103-FOF-E1 (“Order 11-0103”) not to initiate an 

earnings review. They simply disagree with that decision, which is certainly not a valid basis for 

reconsideration, 

Order No. PSC-07-0783-FOF-EI, issued September 26. 2007, in Docket No. 050958-El; In re: 
Petition for approval of new environmental program for cost recovery through Environmental 
Cost Recovery Clause by Tampa Electric Company, Order No. PSC-07-0561 -FOF-SU, issued 
July 5, 2007, in Docket No. 060285-SU; In re: Application for increase in waslewafer rates in 
Charlotte County by Utilities, Inc. of Sandalhaven, Order No. PSC-06- 1028-FOF-EU, issued 
December 1 1,2006, in Docket No. 060635-EU. 
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8. Moreover, reconsideration is available only to parties to a proceeding. See Rule 

25-22.060(1), F.A.C. The Petitioners are not now parties, and they were not parties at the time 

that the Commission made its decision. Allowing them at this late date to seek reconsideration 

of matters decided before they even sought to intervene would be inconsistent with that 

limitation and with the admonition in Rule 25-22.039 that intervenors take proceedings as they 

find them. 

9. Reconsideration is also limited, by its nature, to reviewing or re-thinking 

information that the Commission has already considered. The Commission has consistently 

denied reconsideration of new arguments based on new information not raised prior to a final 

agency action in a docket. See, e.g., In Re: Investigation of Rates of Gurf Utility Company in 

Lee County for Possible Overearnings, Order No. PSC-97-1544-FOF-WS, issued December 9, 

1997, in Docket No. 960329-WS, (affidavit and other information not in record of case found to 

be outside proper scope of reconsideration). 

IO. In any event, for the reasons discussed above, the Commission’s decision in Order 

11-0103 not to initiate an earnings review is well reasoned, and there is no legitimate basis for 

reconsidering it, Order 11-0103 is premised upon FPL’s ability and duty under the approved 

Stipulation and Settlement Agreement to maintain its ROE within the range authorized by the 

Commission. An earnings review could only be relevant if FPL exceeded that authorized ROE. 

By operation of the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement, FPL has the ability and responsibility 

to see that it does not exceed the authorized ROE. Thus, both the need and justification for an 

earnings review are missing. There is no precedent for the Commission to overlay an earnings 

review on top of an approved settlement agreement. See January 1 I ,  201 1 agenda conference 

transcript, pages 46-47. Under these circumstances, it would be the initiation of an earnings 

review that legitimately would be grounds for reconsideration, not a decision against doing so. 
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Notice of Protest and Request for Formal Hearing 

11, The Woods/Sullivan Petition purports to give notice of “protesting” Order 11- 

0103. A notice of protest is simply irrelevant here, as it is a procedure used to seek a hearing on 

proposed agency action. The Commission took,final agency action in Order 11-0103. There is 

no procedure or occasion to “protest” final agency action. 

12. The Petitioners argue that the Commission should have issued Order 11-0103 as 

proposed agency action, in order to provide them with a point of entry into an administrative 

proceeding that affects their substantial interests. The premise to that argument is flawed, 

however, as the Commission’s discretionary decision not to initiate an earnings review is not an 

administrative proceeding for which a formal hearing would be necessary or appropriate. The 

Commission simply decided against initiating an earnings review. That decision does not affect 

the rights or remedies available to the Petitioners or any other customer under Chapter 366. The 

Petitioners had sufficient opportunity to appear at the Commission’s January I I ,  201 I, Agenda 

Conference and present arguments in opposition to the closing of the docket and, therefore, their 

due process rights were not violated.’ Moreover, the Petitioners are in no different position than 

they would have been if the Commission had never opened this docket. If the Petitioners believe 

that FPL’s rates should be adjusted, they are entitled under Chapter 366 to petition the 

Commission for a rate adjustment, including interim rates. And, of course, FPL would be 

entitled to oppose that petition if the circumstances did not (as they presently do not) warrant any 

See, e.g., South Florida Hospital and Healthcare Association v. Jaber, 887 So.2d 1210 (Fla. 
2004) (finding no due process violation where. party had ample opportunity to make arguments in 
opposition prior to Commission approval of rate case settlement agreement and closing of docket 
to end rate review). 
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rate adjustment, In short, the Commission’s discretionary decision not to initiate an earnings 

review does not affect the Petitioners’ substantial interests.6 

13. The Petitioners make much of the Commission’s change in its published agenda 

for the January 11, 201 1 agenda conference, where the Commission’s decision on initiating an 

earnings review was originally listed as proposed agency action and then changed to a regular 

(final agency action) agenda item three business days before the agenda conference. In fact, 

however, the Petitioners’ argument is a red herring. For the reasons just discussed, the 

Commission has no obligation to initiate earnings reviews, and there are accordingly no rights 

for parties or potential parties to participate in a Commission decision not to initiate one. The 

timing of the Commission’s announcement on how it intends to proceed on a discretionary 

matter such as this cannot create a right to a hearing where one does not otherwise exist.7 

14. Finally, a formal administrative hearing would serve no purpose here. The 

Woods/Sullivan Petition identifies three “disputed issues of material fact” in Paragraph I3 as to 

See, e.g., US. Sprint Communications Co. v. Nichols, 534 So.2d 698 (Fla. 1988Xno 
requirement to hold a hearing where action taken did not represent a change from the status quo). 
’ Paragraph 10 of the Woods/Sullivan Petition cites to Rule 25-22.021(1), F.A.C., which 
provides that the notice for each agenda conference will be available in hard copy or on the 
Commission’s internet site at least seven days before the agenda conference. They assert that 
changing the listing for the earnings review decision from proposed agency action to a regular 
agenda item less than seven days before the agenda conference was a “material change,” which 
“substantially impaired the right of any person whose substantial interests are affected.” The 
Petitioners continue to miss the point, however. They have no right to have the Commission 
initiate an earnings review, and no hence right to a hearing if the Commission decides not to do 
so. They have no rights that could have been “substantially impaired.” This is evident when one 
considers what would have been different in the Petitioners’ position had the Commission 
changed the agenda conference notice seven days in advance: exactly nothing. The Petitioners 
would have simply had a bit more notice that the matter was not going to be handled under the 
proposed agency action procedure, which the Commission had no obligation to do in the first 
place. The Petitioners have not alleged, nor could they, that they changed position to their 
detriment in some legally cognizable manner as a result of learning three days instead of seven 
days ahead of the agenda conference that the earnings review decision would be handled as a 
regular agenda item. 
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which they seek a hearing. In fact, however, none of the three entails an issue of fact to be 

resolved by hearing. Paragraphs 13(a) and (c) simply restate the Petitioners’ disagreement with 

the Commission’s decision not to initiate an eamings review. Paragraph 12(b) asks whether FPL 

should be “allowed” to make a weather-related normalization adjustment to reduce its earnings 

and corresponding ROE on its earnings surveillance report. This is not a factual dispute and, in 

any event, evidences a misunderstanding of the earnings surveillance reports. As illustrated by 

FPL’s earnings surveillance reports that are Attachments 1 and 2, FPL routinely reports its 

earnings and ROE on earnings surveillance reports both with and without weather normalization. 

Paragraph 13(b) thus presents no issue to be disputed or resolved. 

WHEREFORE, for the reasons set forth above, FPL respectfblly requests that the 

Woods/Sullivan Petition be denied in all respects. 

Respectfully submitted, 

R. Wade Litchfield, Vice President 

John T. Butler, Managing Attorney 
Attorneys for Florida Power & Light Company 
700 Universe Boulevard 
Juno Beach, Florida 33408-0420 
Telephone: (561) 691-7101 
Facsimile: (561 ) 691 -71 35 

By: /s/John T Butler 
John T. Butler 
Florida Bar No. 283479 

and General Counsel 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
Dockets 100410-E1 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been furnished 
electronically this 28Ih day of February, 201 1, to the following: 

Jennifer Crawford, Esquire 
Office of the General Counsel 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400 
jcrawforD,PSC.STATE.FL.US Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400 

J.R. Kelly, Esquire 
Joseph A. McGlothIin, Esquire 
Oftice of Public Counsel 
c/o The Florida Legislature 
11 1 West Madison Street, Room 812 

Attorneys for the Citizens of the State 
of Florida 
Kellv.ir~~e,.leP.state.fl.us 
mc~lolhlin.ioseuh~lea.state.fl .us 

Kelly Sullivan, Esq. * 
570 Osprey Lakes Circle 
Chuluota, FL 32766-6658 
Kelly.sullivan.woods~~mail.com danlarson~bellsouth.net 

Mr. and Mrs. Daniel R. Larson* 
1.6933 W. Narlena Dr. 
Loxahatchee, FL 33470 

*Not a Party 

By: /s/John T. Butler 
John T. Butler 
Florida Bar No. 283479 
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ATTACHMENT 1 



FPL 

Florida Power 8 Light Company, 700 Universe Boulevard. Juno Beach, FL 33408 

December 17.201 0 

- VIA HAND DELIVERY - 
Mr. Marshall Willis, Director 
Division of Economic Regulation 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FI 32399-0850 

RE: Docker No. 080677-El 

Dear Mr. Willis: 

On September 13, 2010, the Commission approved FPL's request for an 
extension to file the 2010 Forecasted Earnings Suweillmce Report (the "2010 FESR") no 
later than 30 days alter the Commission's vote in Docket No. 080677-EI either to 
approve the Stipulation and Settlement or, if not approved, to decide on the 
Reconsideration Motions. The Commission approved the Stipulation and Settlement at 
its December 14,2010 agenda conference The deadline for FPL to file the 2010 FESR IS 
thusJanuary 13,201 1.  

On October 18, 2010, FPL filed a provisional 201 0 FESR, which reflected the 
assumption that the Stipulation and Settlement would be approved. The contingency that 
caused FPL to designate the 2010 FESR as provisional ([.e., approval of the Stipulation 
and Seltlement) has now occurred, and FPL is aware of no changes to the provisional 
2010 FESR that would be needed in order for i t  to be representative of foPecasted 2010 
results. Therefore, FPL hereby advises the Commission that the provisional 2010 FESR 
is final, such that it satisfies the Commission's requirement for FPL To file a 2010 FESR. 
For convenient reference, a copy of the previously filed 201 0 FESR is attached hereto. 

Sincerely, 

I Robert E. Barrett 
Vice President, Finance 

Cc: J.R. Kelly, Office of Public Counsel 
Cheryl Buiecza-Banks 
Andrew Maurey 
John Slemkewicz 
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- 

MWOlNr HIGH WWT 

COST WUGHTS COST WElGHTED 
FATE C M T  PATE cosl 

0 (XI Y)  (2 11 12 ---- 
52% 1.58% 5.2% 3.58% 

Ozpx  0.m 027% 0 . m  

O m  0.m 0.m 0.m 

I0 .W *BlH 11.m 52% 

621% 020% 621% om 
0.0% 0.m 0 . m  0.03% 

8% am 8.81% 0 . m  

s.3S-4 7.07% 
- - 



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
AND SUBSIDIARIES 

WPITAL STP\UCNRE 
PROFORMAAWUSTED M I S  

DECEMBER. 2010 

A M M E  

LONGTERM DEBT 

SHORTTERM DEBT 

PREFERRED STOCK 

COMMON EQUTlY 

CUSTOMER oEPoslrs 

DEFERREO INCOMETAX 

INVESiMEMTAXCREDRS (1) 

TOTAL 

YWR END 

LONG TERM DEBT 

SRORT TERM DEBT 

PREFERRED STOCK 

WMYON EOUITY 

CUSTOMER DEPOSXS 

DEFERRED INCOME TAX 

INVESTMENT TAXCREOITS (1) 

TOTAL 

FPSC 
ADJUSTED 

5 4.859.391.851 

510.727.W 

7,826,192,572 

Y9.1D3.614 

3.018.789.083 

6.rn.261 

f 16.800.534.432 

Fpsc 
W S T S O  

1 

$ 5.071,647Lll 

64.33.403 

8.186.605.881 

U7216.881 

3.1 ll.OE3.LXS 

4,%24a 

5 16.975.692.673 

LOW wim MlDPOlM 

TOTAL 
PRaFoRwI PReFORMA 

RDJUSTMWS ADJUSTED 
2 3 

S @) S 4,859,3381,861 

(0) 510.727,WS 

(0) 7.xx.192m 

(0) 569.103814 

0 3.046.789.083 

(0) 6354.267 

I (0) f 16.8w.338.432 

4 5 -- 
26.92% 5.30% 

3.W% 1.m 

0.00% o m  

46.58% 9.00% 

3 m  &M% 

ia.i% 0.009~ 

0.04% 7.58% - 
lW.Oo% 

TOTAL 
PROFMUUA 
A D W W  

3 

I 5.071.847.111 

64.a73.403 

6.186.505.881 

537216.881 

3,111.GS3.048 

4*,248 

6 16,975,692673 

WffiHTW 
COST 
oc) 
6 

1.53% 

0 . m  

O.W% 

4.19% 

0.ZML 

0.00% 

0.0016 

598% 
___ 

TOTAL COST 
RAm RATE 

r%> (96) 
.4. 5 -- 
29.88% 52s% 

0.m. 0.27% 

0.m 0.00% 

*.IT% 9.m 

3.16% 621% 

18.23% 0.m 

0.03% 7.5896 - 
lOO.nn( 

WGHTEC 
COST 
(;) - 
1.511% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

4.S% 

o m  
0.m 

0.0% 

6.13% 
___ 

MSI 
FATE 
06) 
7 

530% 

1.00% 

0.00% 

l o . m  

6.01% 

0.00% 

6.20% 

COST 
RATE 
I%) 
7 

52.9% 

0.27% 

oaw. 

70.00% 

621% 

0.m 

8 . m  

W E m T W  
COST 

(%) 
6 

1.58% 

0 . m  

0.00% 

481% 

033% 

O.W% 

0.00% 

6.59% 
- 

SCRWULE4:PAOE20FZ 

HIGH WIM 

W S T  
mrE 
(%) 
& 

5.30% 

1.w 

0.m 

1 1 . m  

&Ol% 

0.OW 

am% 

WDGHTED 
c057 
(%) 
13 

1.53% 

0.03% 

0.m 

5.12% 

0.20% 

0.0w 

0.- 

6.89% 
- 

HIGH WNT 

COST 
RATE 
pa) 
9 

5.25% 

027% 

0.00% 

11.00% 

621% 

0.00% 

8ai% 

WEffiKIW 
COST 

(%I 

158% 

0.00% 

0.0w 

5.25% 

020% 

0.00% 

0.m 

7.07% 
- 

NOTE 
~ Y ~ ~ S ~ i ~ ~ T ~ C R E D l T S C O S F F A T E S ~ B A S E D O N T H E W U G H T E O A Y E R R G E C O S T O F L O N G T E R M  DEBT. PREFERRWSTOCKANDCOM~N EQUIM. 
(2) COLUMNS M Y  NOT FOOT WE TO ROUNDING. 



SCHEDULE 5: PAGE 1 OF2 

D. PERENTINTERN4LcI GENERATE0 W s  
S 1.305.1DU.623 

l3.489.632 
579,739,155 

s i.as8m.ao 

s 373.~30.706 

5.08 

s 373986.706 

4.91 

36.102.494 ALLOV/ME FOR EOUIIY FUNDS USED DURWO CONSTRUCTION 
TOTAL f 4.w%5w 

NET WOMEAVAILABLE FOR COMIMN 

AFUDC AS PER CFNTOF NET INCOllE 

5 ?4%593,589 

4.70% 

5 1627.?57.W 
(1851.006) 

0 
0 

S 1629.008.5501 

0 

$ 944.593599 
0 

s 4859391851 51o.m.oIs 

0 
7,826,192572 

5 13,196,311,468 

3682% 

3.87% 

LESS R W I L E D  AVG. RETAlLWUGKiED COST RATS FOR : 
LONGTERM DEBT 
SHOKTTERM MBT 
PREFUIREDSrn 
W S T O M R  DWQSl7'S 
TbXcRB)lTS.WfDcoFT 

SU8TOTAL 

1 . m  
0.03% 
0.00% 
0.20% 
0.00% 
1.76% 

5.12% TOTAL 

4658% 

11.0m 

ONIDA) 8Y COMMON EQUITY WTX) 

WRISDICTIONAL RETURN ONCOMRON EOUm 



SCHEDULE 5: PAGE 2 OF 2 

K PROFORMAAOJLWWJ AVERAGE JURISDICTIOWRETURN ON COMMON EMmy 

PRO FORMA RATE OF RETURN 62% 

LESS: AVERAGE RETAIL WEIGHTED COST RATES FOR: 

LONG TERM DEET 1.53% 

SHORT TERM DEBT 0.0% 

PREFERRED STOCK 0.00% 

CUSTOMER DEWSiTS 0.23% 

TAXCREOITS-WTOCOST 0.m 

SUBTOTAL 1.7% 

PRO FORM4 ROR LESS NON EQUIN COST 

PRO FORMA COMMON EQUITY RATIO 

PRO FORhlA RETURN ON C O W N  EQUITY 

418% 

46.58% 

9.57% 



FLORIDA POWER & UGHT COMPANY 
AND SUBSIDIARIES 

BASIS FOR THE REQUESTED AFUCC PATE 
WSC AOJUSTED BASE 

DECEMBmZO10 

SCHEDULE hY PAGE 1 OF 1 

JUWICTIONAL 
WITACCDMWNEMS AVEPAGE 

LONG TrJlM DEBT 6 4.859.351.851 

SHORTTERM DEBT 510.727.045 

PRirrmm STOCK 

CUSTOMER DEPOSITS 549,103,614 

COMMONEQUIPI 7,826.1S2572 

DEFERRED INCOME TAX 3.w.789.083 

IWESrh4ENT TAX CREDITS 6,3%7B7 

TOTAL 

* 15MONlHAMR4GE 

f 16,803.538.432 

CAPITAL 
wno 

28.92% 

3.04% 

0.CW 

327% 

48.58% 

18.1% 

0.04% 

1OO.W% 

COST OF 
CAPITAL 

5 3 %  

1.W% * 

a m  
6.01% * 

__ 

1 o . m  

0.00% 

O.W% 

AFUDC 
WEIGHTU) 

COMPONENTS 

1.53% 

0.03% 

0.00% 

0.20% 

4.6851 

O.,.Mpk 

O.W% 

6.4% 

NOTE: 
EFFECTWEAPRlLl. 2010THECOMMlSSlONAPPROVEDAFUDC RAiEE6.41% 



FLORIDA POWER a UGHT COMPANY 
AND sussmwuEs 

W S  F O R M E  REQUESTED AFUDC RATE 
FPSCAWUSTW BASS 

DEEMBER, 2010 

SCHEDULE 8 PAGE 1 OF 3 

S m E M  
AMPAGE PER BOOKS 

LONG TERM DEBT S 5.531.961.745 

SHORT TERM DEET 517.W6.7G 

PREFERRW STOCK 

COMMON EQUITY 7,922420342 

CUSTOMER DEPOSITS 541.961.886 

DEFERRED INCOMETM 3.%35.621.M4 

INMSTMENT TAX CREDITS 79.593.692 

TOTAL 5 17,928,565,609 

RETAU. 
PER BOOKS 

CONMISSION 
ADJUSTMENTS’ 

(%,aos.no) 
7.128.392 

1B,232,647 

7.584021 

(207.79z224) 

(71.695.941) 

(699.471630) 

ADJUSTED 
RETAIL 

4.859.391.851 

S10,727.W 

7,825.192.572 

549,103,514 

3.w8.789.083 

6.334.267 

16,800,538,432 



FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 
AND SUBSDIAWES 

AVERAGE RATE OF RETURN 
DEcEMBuLzo10 

SCHEDULE E: PAGE 2 OF 3 

JURISDICTIONAL 

RAM IN SERIICE: 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
FUEL AND W A C I T Y  
AMTION- PLANT 
LOAD CONTROL 
ASSET RmREhlENT OBUG4llON 

TOTAL 

ACCUMULATED PROViSION FOR DEPREWllON: 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
ACCUM PROV DECOMMISSKMNG COSTS 
ASSET RETlRE?4ENT OBUGAllON 
ASSET RETIREMEN+OBUGATION DEMMMISSIONWG 
A\N\TON - RESERVE 
FUEL AND cI\PACIM 
OTHER wrE CASE ADJUSTMEMTS 
LOAD CONTROL 

TOTAL 

CONSSWCTION WORK IN P R O G m  
CONSTRUCTION WORK IN PROGRESS 
CWlP - ECRC PROJECTS 

TOTN. 

NUCLEI\R FUEL 
NUCLEAR FUEL IN PROCESS 

NUCLEAR FUEL CAPITAL WSES 
TOTAL 

WOWNG CAPITAL: 
(SEESCHEDULEB.PAGE3OF3) 

S 600,193,132 
51.62z.OuI 
4o.m.m 
23,681,525 
108.593.633 

I W.824.189 

‘I wQps.a38) 
(2643.942768) 

(15,905.616) 
2443,602.824 

(21.971.582) 
(48.697.041) 

516.055 

S 1,28?,7%769 
‘I 512577.018 
$ 1.794.311.787 

r n w  ADJUSTMENTS s 699,471,630 



FLORIDA POWER 8 LIGHT COMPANY 
AND SUESIOl4RIES 

AVERAGE FhTE OF RETURN 
DECEMBER 2010 

WORKING CAPITAL ADJUSTMENTS 
ADJUSTMENTS TO ASSETS PER BOOKS: 

ACCOUNTS RECWABLE-RSSOCCOS 
INTEREST a DMDENDS RECENABLE 
ACCTS RECWABLE-TAXREFUND 
NET UNDERRECOWRED FUEL CAPAClTY,ECCR, ECRC 
CASH CAPITALSU5Atu)UNT 
POLE ATTACHMENTS RENTS W E N A B L E  
PREPAYMENTS - INTEREST ON COMMERCW PAPER 
PATE CASE EXPENSE 
T W O W R Y  CASH WSTMENTS 
ASSET RETIREMM OEUtATlON 
STORM DEFKXWCY FBXVERY 
NU- W S T  RECOMRY 
JOSBINGACWUNTS 

TOTALADJUSTMENTS TO ASSETS PER BOOKS 

ADJUSmENE TO L!AElUIlES PER BWKS. 
ACCOUNTSPAYABLE-ASSM: COS 
ACCOM DEFERREO RETIREMENT BENEFITS 
ACCUM. PROV -PROPERTY & SCORM INWRANCE 
ACCUM. PROV. - RATE REFUNDS 
WNONSALEOFUAISS~NALLWANCE 
JOBBING ACCOUNTS 
PAYABLE TO NUCLEAR DEWMMTSSlONlNG FUND 
L E H W  HmOE 
POLE ATrACHMPTT RENTS PAYABLE 

PREFERRED STDCU DMDENDS ACCRUED 

SJRPP ACCELERATED REiXVERY 
ASSET RETIREMENTOBUGATMN 
MARGIN CALL CASH COLLATERAL 
STORM OEFIUENCY REWVERY 
NUCLEAR COST RECOVERY 
TRANSMISSION R E W l U l Y  ENHANCEMENT 

TOTALADJUSTMENTSTO WBILITIES PER BOOKS 

NET AWUSTMENTS TO WORKING CAPITAL PER BODKS 

SCHEDULE E: PAGE 3 OF 3 

JJRISDICTIONU 

a 21.929.862 
15,070,867 

0 
238274327 

1.311 
12585,329 
3,w593 
zs3.947 

228.1 13,990 
0 

849456.123 
2.m$w 
53.3y1;162 

S 1.427255.811 



JAN 
FEB 

MAR 
APR 
MAY 
JUN 

JUL 
AUG 

SEP 
OCT 
NOV 

DEC 

FLORIDA WWER 6 LIGHT CCMPPNY 
AND SJBSIDWUES 

METHODOSGY FOR MONTHLY COMPOUNDING 
OFWEAFMCRATE 

DECEMBER 2x0 

SCHEDULEC PAGE 1 OF I 

AFULX COMPOUNDING 

((l*WlZ)"~Z>l = 
((l+w12)-12)-1 = 
((l+W1z)-l2) = 
(l'W12) = 

W z ) -  

1.- 

l.Po51987S 
1.01042452 
1.01M7766 

1.ozmsni 

i . 0 3 i w m  

1 . m m 1  

1.03686373 
1.0435464 
i . 0 4 n 7 w  

1.0532Mba 

1.0556961 1 

APPROVED RATE 

.6.42% 

1.w2owo 
1.00518875 

O.Ws19875 

MOMHLY 

ANDC 

C U M U L A M  

AFUDC 

0.W519675 

O.OlW24u 
o.msnm 
o.om5771 
0.1)28285(1 
0.03160079 

0.03696373 
O.Mp54M 
O.Mm351 

o.oupo68 
0.05869611 
O.CWXSXW 


