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C O i l k l l  S S  I U H  
CLERK 

Jessica Csno 
Principal Attorney 
Florida Power & Light Company 
700 Universe Boulevard 
Juno Reach, FL 33408-0420 
(561) 304-5226 
(561) 691-7135 (Facsimile) 

August 4,201 1 

VL4 HAND DELIWRY 
Ms. Ann Cole 
Division of the Commission Clerk and 
Administrative Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Betty Easley Conference Center 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Room 110 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Re: Docket No. 110009-E1 

Dear Ms. Cole: 

Please find enclosed for filing in the above docket an original and fifteen (1 5) copies 
of the errata sheets for Florida Power & Light Company witnesses Steve Scroggs, Terry 
Jones, and Steve Sim. Also enclosed are the revised supplemental exhibits of Steve Sim 
referenced in his errata sheet. 

If there are any questions regarding this transmittal, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

fir Jessica Can0 
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BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Nuclear Power Plant 1 
Cost Recovery Clause 1 

DOCKET NO. 110009-E1 
FILED: August 4,201 1 

TESTIMONY OF STEVEN D. SCROGGS, MARCH 1,2011 

ERRATA 
PAGE # 
8 I Change “SDS - 11” to “SDS - 7” 

UPDATES 

PAGE # LINE# 
54 9-1 1 On July 20,201 1 the Ninth Revised Schedule for the Turkey Point 

6 & 7 -Site Certification Application (SCA) was approved.. The 
effect of this revision extends the SCA schedule by approximately 
six weeks from the Eighth Revised Schedule. 

TESTIMONY OF STEVEN D. SCROGGS, MAY 2,2011 

PAGE # LINE# 
28 9 Change “June 15,2011” to “July 15,201 1” 

ERRATA 

UPDATES 

PAGE # LINE# 
28 9 On July 14,201 1, FPL and Westinghouse agreed to extend the 

Forging Reservation Agreement. The current extension expires 
September 16,201 1. 
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BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Nuclear Power Plant 1 DOCKET NO. 1 10009-E1 
Cost Recovery Clause 1 FILED: August 4,201 1 

ERRATA 

EXHIBITS OF TERRY 0. JONES, MARCH 1,2011 (2010) 

EXHIBIT # 

TOJ - 14 Delete "Point Beach Specific 700 
Fire, Weather, Medical, and Other Emergencies 710 RO 8/27/2008" 



BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Nuclear Power Plant 
Cost Recoverv Clause 

1 DOCKET NO. 1 10009-E1 
FILED: August 4,201 1 

ERRATA 

SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY EXHIBITS OF STEVEN R SIM, JULY 15,2011 

All changes in the exhibits listed below are due to correction of double-counting of the 15% non. 
FPL share of the capacity of the St. Lucie 2 nuclear unit. The end results of this correction are: 
(i) increased projected net benefits for the EPU project, and (ii) no significant changes in the 
projected breakeven costs for the Turkey Point 6 & 7 project. Please note that this double- 
counting error also occurred in the calculations whose results appear in the original exhibits 
SRS-1, SRS-8, SRS-9 and SRS-I 1 to the May 2,201 1 direct testimony. Those exhibits have not 
been corrected, as the supplemental exhibits supersede the original exhibits. 

EXHIBIT # 

Replace Supplement to Exhibit SRS-1 
with Revised Supplement to Exhibit SRS-1 

Replace Supplement to Exhibit SRS-8 
with Revised Supplement to Exhibit SRS-8 

In the “EPU Project” column, values in the 
following rows have changed: 2 through 8. 
In row 2, “139” changed to “141”. In row 3, 
“4.5” changed to “4.8”. In row 4, “67%” 
changed to “66%” and “ 1 9 %  changed to 
“20”. In row 5, “269,081” changed to 
“271,177”. In row 6, “37” changed to “38”. 
In row 7, “28” changed to “30”. In row 9, 
“8” changed to “9”. 

In the “Turkey Point 6 & 7 Project” column, 
values in the following rows have changed” 
2, 4, and 7. In row 2, “1,072” changed to 
“1,071”. In row 4, “72%” changed to “71%” 
and “31%” changed to “32%”. In row 7, 
“287” changed to “288”. 

All values in columns 3,4,  and 5 have 
changed. Values for resowce plan costs in 
columns 3 and 4 have decreased. Values for 
EPU net benefits in column 5 have 
increased. 
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Replace Supplement to Exhibit SRS-9 
with Revised Supplement to Exhibit SRS-9 

All graphed values for both resource plans 
have changed (increased). 

Replace Supplement to Exhibit SRS-11 
with Revised Supplement to Exhibit SRS-I 1 

All values in columns 3,4,5, and 6 have 
changed. Values for resource plan costs in 
columns 3 and 4 have decreased. Values for 
differences in resource plan costs in column 
5, and breakeven costs in column 6, have 
changed little 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF STEVEN R. SIM, JULY 25,2011 

PAGE# 

Page 4 18 

Page 5 18 Insert ‘‘. This suggestion” afker “inappropriate” 
Page 14 23 Insert “Project” after “6 & 7” 
Page 24 4 Change “$139” to “$141” 

Change “provided by” to “of which” and insert “was a part of’ 
after “Jacobs” 
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Docket No. 110009-E1 
Summary of Results from FPL's 2011 

Feasibility Analyses of the EPU and 
Turkey Point 6 & 7 Projects 

(Plus Results from Addltlonal Analyses) 
Revised Supplement to Exhiblt SRS - I , Page I of I 

1) Number of fuel cost/environmental compliance cost 
scenarios in which the nuclear project is projected to be 
cost-effective: 
2) Projected Fuel Savings for FPL's Customers in First Full 
Year of Operation (Approx. Nominal $): * 
3) Projected Fuel Savings for FPL's Customers Over the 
Life of the Project (Approx. Nominal $) 

4) Projected Percentage of Total FPL Energy Produced 
from Natural Gas and Nuclear in First Full Year of 
Operation ofNuclear Project (Approx. %): 

Summary of Results from FPL's 2011 Feasiblity Analyses 
of the EPU and Turkey Point 6 & 7 Projects 

(Plus Results from Additional Analyses) 

EPU 
Project 

7 o f 7  

$141 million 

M,8 Billion 

-without the Nuclear Project 

-with the Nuclear Project 

5 )  Eauivalent Auuroximate Number of Residential 

............ " .... "",." .......... "".*-.,"" . ...... .... .................................... 
66% Gas & 

20% Nuclear 
64% Gas & 

23% Nuclear 

......-..... ""..... ..... .--. 

I .  .. 
Customers' Annual Energy Use Supplied by Nuclear 
Project in the First Year of the Project 
6) Equivalent Annual Amount of Fossil Fuel Saved by the 
Nuclear Project Beginning in the First Year of Operation 
(Approx.): 
- Equivalent mmBTU of Natural Gas 
~ Equivalent Barrels of Oil 
7) Projected Amount of CO, Emissions Reduced by 
Nuclear Project Over the Life of  the Project 
8) Equivalent Number of Months at Which FPL's 

. " "..""....._.."..................."...I "" ........."... " ........... _" .......... " .............................. 

Generating System Would Operate with Zero CO, 

Turkey Point 6 & 7 
Project 

271.1 77 

38 million 
6 million 

30 million tons 

" .. ...................... 

9 

6 o f 7  

$1,071 million (or 
$1.07 Billion) 

$75 Billion 

71%Gas& 19% 
" Nuclear 

59% Gas & 32% 
Nuclear 

1,232,lOO 

...... ._ ........... ..-.... ........ 

177 million 
28 million 

288 million tons 

". 

84 (or 7 years) 

9 The first full year of operation for the EPV project is assumed to be 20 14. 
The first full year Of OperaliOfl for the Turkey Point 6 & 7 project is assumcd to bc 2024. 



Docl(et No. II0009-EI 
2011 Feasibility Analyses Results for the EPU 

Project: Total Costs and Total Differentials 
for All Fuel lind Environmental Compliance 

Cost Scenarios in 2011$ 
Revised Supplement to Exhibit SRS - 8, Page I of 1 

2011 Feasibility Analyses Results for the EPU Project: 

Total Costs and Total Cost Differentials for All Fuel 

and Environmental Compliance Cost Scenarios in 2011$ 


(millions, CPVRR, 2011 - 2043) 


(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Total Costs for Plans Total Cost Difference 

- -~ --~ -~---- ......-- .. --.. -..........-....----- ...----.. Plan with the EPU Project 


Plan with the Plan wi thout the minus Plan withoulthe 

EPU Project EPU Project EPU Project 
......... .. ........ _.. ....-

(966) 

157,675 158,814 

148,874 149,839 

(1,139) 

174,854 176,362 

13 1, 183 131,742 (559) 

139,869 140,605 (736) 

156,695 157793 

Note: A negative value in Column (5) indicates that the Plan with the EPU Project is less expensive than the Plan without 

the EPU Project. Conversely, a posi tive value in Column (5) indicates that the Plan with the EPU Project is more 

expensive than the Plan wilholltthe EPU Project. 



2011 Feasibility Analyses Results for the EPU Project: 

Percentage of FPL's Fuel Mix from Nuclear, 2010 - 2020 
(2010 Actual and 2011 - 2020 Projections) 

25% ~---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, 

~ 
~ 20% 
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Docket No. 110009-EI 
2011 Feasibility Analyses Results for Turkey Point 6 & 7: 

Total Costs, Total Cost Differentials, and Breakeven Costs 

for All Fuel and Environmental Compliance Cost Scenarios 

in 20llS 
Revised Supplement to Exhibit SRS - II, Page I of 1 

2011 Feasibility Analyses Results for Turl<ey Point 6 & 7: 

Total Costs, Total Cost Differentials, and Breakeven Costs for All 
Fuel and Environmental Compliance Cost Scenarios in 2011$ 

(millions, CPVRR, 2011 - 2063) 

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Total Costs for Plans Total Cost Difference Breakeven 

Plan with TP 6 & 7 Nuclear 

Plan with Plan without minus Plan without Capital Costs 
TP 6& 7 TP6& 7 TP6& 7 ($lkw in 2011$) 

( 14,887) 6,908 
(15,920) 7,389 

I 
5,911 
6,390 
7 8 

Note: A negative value in Column (5) indicates that the Plan with TP 6 & 7 is less expensive [han [he Plan without TP 6 & 7. 

Conversely, a positive value in Column (5) indicates that [he Plan with TP 6 & 7 is more expensive [hat the Plan without TP 6 & 7. 



