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a. 	 Person responsible for this electronic filing: 

John T. Butler, Esq. 
700 Universe Boulevard 
Juno Beach, FL 33408 . 
561-304-5639 
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b. 	 Docket No. 120001 - EI 
In RE: Fuel Cost Recovery Clause 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


IN·RE:Fuel and purchaslilpower cost recovery DocketNo: 12000l-EI 
clause with genemtingperformanceincentive Date: November I), 2012 
factor 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY'S 
POST-HEARING BRIEF REGARDING ISSUES 2C. 24B. 24C AND24D 

Florida Power &. Light Company eFPL"), pursuant to this Commission·s Order 

No. PSC-12-0597-PHO-EI, hereby files its post~hearing brief~ which is limited tolSsues 

2C. 24B • .24C and 24D and their impact on fall,.out Issues 30,31 and 33. 

BACKGROUND 

At the hearing held in this docket on November 5 •. 2012. the Commission approved 

stipulations for FPL on all Fuel Clause issues and on all Capacity Clause isstlesexcept for 

lssues2C, 24B~ 24C and 24D and the affected fall-out Issues 30. 31 and 33. Ir.38:5-15. 

All of FPL's prefiled testimony and exhibits were entered into the. recotd withQut 

objection. Tr. 37:9-1$. FPU~ witnesses were excused without cross-examination or 

questioning by the Commissioners. Ir.14:3-15. Because no factual issues remained. FPL 

was excused from the hearing before the Commission began to take live testimony on the 

Progress Energy Florida portion of the case. Tr. 39:22-40:9 The issues that remain· 

unresolved at this time relate to how the decisioninFPL's pendIng rate case (Docket No. 

120Q15-EI) will he reflected in FPVs2013 Fuel and Capacity Clause recovery. Theseare 

Issues2C, 24B. 24C and 24D. On November 2,2012, Staffconducted an informal meeting 

ofparties to this docket to determine whether stipulations could he reached on these issues; 

On the day before the infonnal meeting, Staff provided proposed stipUlation language and 
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FPL circulated a draft suggesting minot clarifying revisions to Staff's proposal. A(~opy of 

Sta:trs proposal, as revised by FPL, is attached hereto as Exhibit 1. Shortly before the 

meeting, the Office of Public Counsel (~'OPC") then e-mailea Staff and the parties its 

proposed stipulation language for these issues, reproduced below: 

ISSUE 2C; Should FPL's proposed fuel factors for the newRTR-l Rider be. 

approved? 

OPC Proposal: In its rate case, Docket No. 12001S-EI, FPL proposed a new optional 
residential ttme-of-usebase rale rider, RTR-l, ·llnder the RtR-TRider 

. as proposed;n the rate case, tnestandard residential base energy and 
foelfactors will be adjusted byapp/ying adder~ ta rejJeot orz-peakusage 
anderedifs to rejJect off-peak usage. TheRTR-l Rider was approved at 
the commencement olthe hearing by the Commissioners as stipulated 
Issue 146. Prior to the evidentiary hearing in Docket No. 12()015-EI, 
FPL, FIPUG, FEA, and SFHHA entered into a proposed settlement 
agreement which they presented to the Commission as a proposed 
settlement ofall issues in DocketNo. 12a0I5-EL The RTR-J rider is 
also included in the proposed settl~ment agreement betwc.en FPL~ FEA, 
FIPUG,and SFHHA as Tariff Sheet 8.203. OPC, FRF, andotherparties 
ha'Veohjf!ctedla and oppose the proposed settlement agreement sigl'J~d 
by FPL, FEA, FIPUG,and SFHHA.. The Commission will not hqve 
reached a decision and issued a final order in Docket No. 120015·El 
prior to its decision in this Docket No. 1.20001-EL However, both the 
stipulation and proposed settlement agreement contemplate that .the 
RTR·j rider wi!l become effective after FPL"s billing system h.asbeen 
modified toaceammodate the rider; which FPL expects to be corrqileted: 
in mid:..2013. In Docket No. 120001-E~ FPL has providedfuelfactors 
that correspond to both the RST-l base rate and the RTR-1 rider. 

Accordingly, s{aff recommendv that the Commission approve the fuel 
jactors for both the RST-1 base rale and th.e RTR-l rickr subject to the 
follOWing limfiations. The existing residential time-oj:use base rate 
(RST-l) will remain inejfocluntil ajinallaw/uJ order has been iS8uedln 
Docket No. 1200J5-£1 approving the ./?TR-l Rider. Stajfrecommends 
that The Commission direct FPL to apply the fuel faclors for the RST-l 
base rate until the RTR-l rider goes inloeffeetfollowing the issuance of 
thejinal order in Docket No. 120015-E1, and then to switch t() thefuel 
factors for the RTg~Jrider with respect to customers Who elect totalee 
service under that rider. (boldface added) 
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ISSUE 24B: 	 Should an I;t.djustDlent be Dladeto transferi,llcteJDentrusecurity costs 
froDl the Capaeity Cost Recovery Clause to base rates? 

OPCProposal: 	 The issue ofthe transfer ofincremental security costs to base rates is in 
Issues 67 tlnd 68 in the pending rate case in Docket .120015-EL Since 
the Commission will not have reached a decision on this iS$Ue in the rate 
case prior to the de:e;ision in Docket 110001-EI, .incremental security 
rates should be treafeaper the terms o/the Stipulation and Settlement 
Agreement approved in the prior FPL rate case, Docket No. 080677..EI 
Once the decision has been made by the Commission in Docket No. 
120015-EI or in the event FPL implern..ents abase rate increase prior to 
a Commission decision in 1200I5-EI. (as permitted by Section 
366.06(3), F,S.), there is a potential for FPL to recover its incremental 
security costs in both elise rqtesand in thecapctcity cost re..cov.e.ry 
factors. Accordingly, any over recovery resulting from the timingolthe 
Commission's decision in Docket No. 1Z0015-E/ related to this issue 
will be handled through the regular true-up process or by mia-course 
correction. 

ISSUE 24C: 	 What amount should be included in the capacity cost recovery clause 
for recovery of jurisdictional non-fuel revenue reqUirements 
associated with West County Energy Center Unit 3 (WCEC..J) for the 
period January 2013 through·Decemberl013:? 

ope Proposah 	 The Commission will not have aiJdressed or reached a decision in 
Docket lZOOlS-EI. until after the date ollhe Commission's decision in 
Docket 120001-EI. The: COSIS associ4ted wi.th the WCEC-3 should b~ 
treated in accordance with the terms ofthe Stipulation and Settlemen( 
approved in Docket No. 080677-E1, the prior FPL rate case~ urdil the 
Commission renders a IIlwfuljinal order in Docket No. 1200/5-£l. 
From the date the Commission renders a lawfulflnalorder in Dockel 
No. 1200/5·£1 forward, the collection of revenue requirements for 
weEe-3 will be as directed by the: Commission in Docket No. 
1200/5-EI gthe Commission grants FPL's request to coUect thefulI 
amount of WCEC3 revenue requirements, that decision will not be 
applied retroactively. Stafftecomrmmds thatthe CommiSSion direcUhal 
(my over or under recovery resulting from the timing of the 
Commission '$ decision in Docket No. 120015-EI related to this issue be 
handled through the regular true-uppl'ocess or by mid-course 
correction. (boldface added) 

ISSUE 24D: 	 If the Commission approves the Proposed FPL Rate Case 
Settlement Agreement that waS filed in Doeitet No. 120015-EI on 
August 15,,2012 (the "'Proposed Settlement Agreement';), should the 
Commission approve FPL's proposed CBRA factor of3.527 percent 
for the Canaveral Modernizfttion Pr()ject? 
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oPC Proposal: 	 The Commission will not have addressed or reached a decision in 
Docket J200JS~EJ, ul1tifqfter the date oflhe Commission's decision in 
Docket J2000 l-El, Accordingly, .the Commission should reserwrruli.ng 
on this issue untit the Commis'Sion has issued a I4wfll' final order in 
DocketNo. J200J5-EI at which time the Commission should schedule a 
decision an Docket No. 130fJOI-EIlon this issue for a regular agenda 
conference that would permit theapprQved GBRA factor .to be 
implemented when the Canaveral Modernization Project goes into 
service. The decision on this issue will be based on the amount! ifany, 
that the Commissionapp1'Ovesin Docket No. 120015-EI (boldface 
added) 

While FPLprefers the Staff stipulation language with FPL's clarifyingreyIstpns as shown 

in Exhibit I,it is willing to accept ope's stipulation language with three exceptions. First, 

the Com;mission should delete from the stipulation language on Issues 2C, .24C and 24D 

the term "lawful final order" or "fina11awful order." For the reasons discussed in the next 

section of this brief, FPL does not believe that it is appropriate, necessary, .oreven 

meaningful to characterize orders by this Commission as "lawfuL i
' Accordingly, FPL 

proposes that the Commission adopt OPC's. proposed stipulations on Issues 2C,24Cand 

24D with the word "lawful" stricken in all instances (i.e., the holded words shpuld be 

deleted). Second, the Commission should .delete from the stipulation language on Issue 

24C OPe's added sentence stating that retroactive ~pplication of the Commission's 

decision in Docket No. 12001S-EI is prohibited (again, the bolded words should be 

deleted), That sentenCe is unnecessary, as Florida law and the Com.tnission'spolicy on 

retroactive application is clear. Finally, FPL recommends inserting into the stipUlation 

language for Issue 24Da clarifying reference to DocketNo. 130001~EI as the proceeding 

in which the GBRA factor would be reviewed and approved. Following the Commission's 

docket-numbering convention, this will be the number for the 2013 Pueland Capacity 

Clause proceeding. 
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The proposal for Issue 24B does not use the term "lawful final 'Order" or 4'flnal 

lawful order," FPL is uncertain whethcrOPC's omission ofthose tenns was intentional ot 

inadvertent. If ope intended to refer to ~'lawful final order" or "flnallawful order," the 

rationale set forth for Issues.2C, 24C and 24D appliesequaUy. If ope deliberately omitted 

any such reference, FPL agrees to the proposed language" 

ARGUMENT 

1. Commission Orden Are Presumed Lawful 

It is well established that orders of this COmmlssionare presumed lawful. As the 

Florida Supreme Court stated in Legal Environmental Assistance Fund, Inc. ')1; Clark;, 668 

So. 2d982. 987 (Fla. 1996). "Commission orders come before this Court cloaked with a 

presumption of validity." See a/sf) Telecn Communications Co. v. Clark, 695 So; 2d 304 

(Fla. 1997); Citizens v. Public Service Commission, 448 So. 2d 1024 (Fla. 1984). It is 

axiomatic that any final orderiss.1.lcd by the Commission will be "lawful" unless and until it 

is reversed or otherwise overturned by an appellate court. OPC's proposal t'O insert 

"lawful" into the trigger fer when decisions made in FPL's i1:lte case docket will take effect 

in this docket is unnecessary and irrelevant surplusage; the Commission issues nothing but 

ulawful" orders. 

ope has not indicated. clearly why it believes that reference should be made to 

"lawful" orders, but apparently it has to do with ope's opposition to the proposed 

settlement agreement under consideration in the FPL rate case. OPC has filed a Petition for 

writ of quo warranto with the Florida Supreme Court concerning the Commission's 

scheduled hearing to consider the proposed settlement agreement. But it is notthejiling of 

-5­

http:Issues.2C


such a petition that potentially affects the legality of the Commission's actions; it is the 

Court's ruling upon the substantive issues in the petition ifthe Court even decides that it is 

necessary and appropriate to do so. Unless and until the Court takes action to prohibit the 

Commission from proceeding in the rate case docket (which FPL strongly believes would 

be unwarranted), any Commission order in that docket will be cloaked with the same 

presumption of validity as any other of its orders, ope does not - and should not - have 

the unilateral power to hOgUe the Commissionrsactions in every proceeding involving 

FPL just so that it can act out its fit of pique over the proposed settlement agreement. 

Thus, nothing. wotlldbe served by refer:ring to "laWful final orders"in th~ 

resolution of Issues 2C, 24C and 24D. To the contrary, the inclusion of that term could 

create confusion and uncertainty as to the applicability and timing ofthe Commission's 

ftnal.decision in FPL's rate case docket on the 2013 Capacity Glause recovery in this 

docket. For those reasons, FPL respectfully urges the Commission to refer to"final 

orders'l rather than "lawful fimll orders" in the resolution ofthose issues. The resolution of 

Issues2C, 24C and 24D would consist of the language excerpted in italics above, 

excluding the bold word~. 

2. 	 Commission Decisions Apply Prospe'CtivelyFrom tbeDate oftbe 
CoDlmission Vote 

oPC proposed to add the. foUowingsentence to the stipUlated language for Issue 

24G: "If theCoI1llllission grants FPL's request to collect the full amount of WGEC3 

revenue requirements. thatdecisionwill not be appliedretroactively~ '.' Florida law and the 

Commissions policy on the application of Commission decisions ate. clear. Decisions ate 

to apply prospectively from theeffemive date ofCommission action, which is ~'the date on 

which the issues were decided and the official vote was. taken." GuJfPower Co. v. Cresse, 
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410 So.. 2d 492, 494 (Fla. 1982). The quoted sentence should be deleted because it is 

unnece~sary and, as surplusage. confusing.1 

RESOLUTION OF ISSUES 30, 31 AND 33 

As noted above, Issues 30, 31 and 33 are fall-out issues related to the Capacity 

Clause amountto be recovered in 2013 and the Capacity Clause factors to recover it As 

reflected in the. OPC proposed stIpulations cited above, there appears to be. conSensus that 

the amount to be recovered in 2013 iIliJial1y .ghould reflect recovery of (1) incremental 

security costs (lssue24B) and the projected fuel savings for West County Energy Center 

Unit 3 ("WCEC-3'~; I.ssue 24C).FPL filed schedules at Staff's request 011 November 2, 

2012 showing the amount to be recovered.vviththose two items included, as well as the 

calculation of Capacity Clause factors to recover that amount, These schedules were 

stipulated intothc record as Exhibit 116. A copy of Exhibit 116 is attached as Appendi* 1 

to this brief for convenient referclloe. The resolution of Issues 30, 31 and 33 consistent 

with Exhibit 1.1 6 is addressed below: 

ISSUE 30: 	 What are th.eappropriate projected total capacity cost recovery 
amouats forthe period January 2013 through December 2013? 

Resolution: 	 $518,848,705 jurisdictionalfzed capacity payments/or the period January 
2013 through December 2013 excluding prior period true-ups. revenue 
taxes, nucle.ar cost recovery amount, and WCEC-3 jurisdictional non-foel 
revenue requirements. This amount is subject to adjustment pursuant. 10 
Issue 24B. 

Thisjurisdictionalized capacity cost recovery amount of $518,848,705 appears on page If 

line 10 of Exhibit 116. There is no contrary evidence in the record. 

The quoted sentence is also confusing because it immediately follows one disc\lssing 
DocketNo. 120015-E{. such that thereferenceto not applying ~'that decision" retroactively 
is ambiguous: what decision, to what is it to be applied,>and in what docket? 
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ISSUE 31: 	 What are the appropriate projected net purchased power capacity cost 
recovery amounts to be included in the recovery fador for th~ period 
January 2013 througbDeccmber 2013? 

Resolution: 	 The projected netpurchased power capacity cost recovery amount to be 
recovered over the period January 20J3 through December 20iJ is 
$864,438.4()6 including prior period true-ups, revenue taxes, the nuclear 
cost recovery amount,and the projected fuel savings for WCEC1.This 
amount is $lfbfectto adjustment pursuant to Issu.e 24C. 

The projected net purchased power capacity cost recovery amount of$864,438,406 istbe 

sum of $731,449.406 (representing the total recoverable capacity paymentsexeluding 

WCEC-3 recovery) shown on page 1, line 15 of Exhibit 116, plus $132.989,000 

(tepresentingthe projected fuel savings for WCEC-3) shown on J'l,lge 4, line 27 of Exhibit 

116. There is nocorttrary evidence in the record. FPL notes that this total includes 

$151,491,402 for nuclear cost recovery (see page 1, line 12 ofExhibit 116), which Is the 

amount recommended for approval in the Staifrecommendation, dated November 7~ 2Q12, 

in DocketNo. 12()009·EI (see page 166, Table 33-1). 

ISSUE 33: 	 What are ~heappropriatecapacity cost recovery factors for the period 
January 2013 through December 2013? 

Resolution: 	 TheJan~dry 2013 through December 2013jiJctors are asfollows: 
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FLORIDA POWER.& LIGHT COMPANY 

CALCULATION OF CAPACITY RECOVERY FACTOR INCWDlNG WEST COUNTY ENERGY CENTER UNIT :J 


JANUARY 2013· DECEMBER2013 


RSlIRSTl 
GSflGST1 
GSOtlGSOT1IHlFT1(21,o1WtWj 
OS:! 

GSLD1IGSlDT1IC$..1ICSTlIHLFT2 (5OQ.1;m kWl 
GSLD2IGSlOT21CS2lCST21HLFT<l(2.000~kW) 

G81.O~GSl:.OT3ICS3iCST3 
ISSHO 
ISSTlr 
SST1T 
ssnollSSTI1;l2l.SST1 03 
CllCO/CliCG 
ClleT 
MET 
OlllSlllPl..l 
SL2.GSCUl 

Jjln2013·Dee201~ 
.C$:pacity Recovery 

FaclOr 
.tIlKWl ~ 

0,00798 0.00140 
0'{10655 0.00138 

2,44 OA6 2.90 
0.0061'3 0.00138 0.00811 

2.5'1 2.99 
2,62 a,05 

2013WCEC-3 

2.68 !t35.. ... 
.. 

2.92 0.58 3,50 
2.80 0.58 328 
2.90 0.68 3048 

0.00204 0.00050 0.00234: 
0:00509 ttOOOS2 0.00591 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

CALCULATION OF CAPACITY RECOVERY FACTOR INCLUDING WEST COUNTY ENERGY OENTERUNIT 3 


JANUARY 2013· DECEMBER 2013 


otalcapaoitY 
Reeove.lY FaelDr. 

Jan 2l)13·.j:,hJc2013 

ROC SOD ROC. SOD ROC SoD 
~.~ ~~ ~.~ 

I88HD $0:35 $0.17 $0.06 $0.03 $0:41 $(l2Q 
ISBT1T $0:34 $ln6 $0.06 $0.03 $OAO $0.19 
5811T $0.34 $IMS $0.06 $0.03 $0:40 $0.19 
SST 1011SSTT02lSST1 03 $0.35 $0.17 $0.06 $0.03 $0.'11 $020 

Demand Charge (ROD) "(Total capat:it,y Cos1l!)I(Projee1ed Aveg 12 CP @OEm)(.10){demand loss expanSion factor) 
12 months 

Sum ofDaily Demand '" (TOlal Capaolty Cos1l!}I(Projeollld Avg12 CP @gen)l(21ol1paakdays)(demand loss expansion faclOt) 
Charge (ODC) 12 months 

These factors are shown on pages 7 and 8 ofExhibit 116. There is no contraryevicJ.encein 

the record. Consistent with the resolutiononssues 24B and 24C. these factors would not 

CAPACITY RECOVERY FACTORS FOR STANDBY RATES 
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be adjusted during 2013 based on the outcome of theFpL rateoase decision. unless the 

need arose for a mid-course correction. Otherwise, anYoVer- ollinder-recoveries would be 

addressed via true-up_ 

CONCLUSION 

As set forth above, the Commission should approve Capacity Clause factors to be 

implemented on January 2. 2013 that provide for recovery, inter alia, of the projected 

incremental security costs and the projected fuel savings for WCEC-3 because this is 

consistent with the terms ofth~ Stipulation and. Settlement that the ConlJ:nj~ion @pproved 

for FPL in Docket No. 080677-El. Recovery for those two elements should be adjusted as 

necessary based on the final order in FPL' s current nltecase (Docket No. 120015-EI), with 

any over- or under-recovery addressed via the normal Capacity Clause true-up process 

unless a mid..course correction is warranted under the Com:rnissionestablished criteriaand 

procedure for mid-course corrections. The Commission should also approve time of use 

fuel ("TOU") factors appropriate for both FPL's existing RST-l TOU rate and the new 

RTR-I TOU rider that is to replace the RST-l tate. FPL should be directed to apply the 

TOU factors for the RST-1 rate until theRTR-1 rider is approved and FPVs billing system 

has been modified to implement it; thereafter, FPL should apply the TOU factors for the 

RTR-lrider with respect to any customers who elect to take service under that rider. 
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Respectfully submitted this 13th day of November 2012. 

R. Wade Litchfield, Esq. 
Vice President and General Counsel 
John T. Butler. Esq. 
Assistant General Counsel-Regulatory 
Maria 1. Moncad~ Esq, 
Principal Attorney 
Florida Power & Light Company 
700 Universe Boulevard 
Juno Beach, FL 33408 
Telephone: (561) 304·5639 
Fa,e$imile: (561) 691 ..7135 

By~ slJohnT.Butler 
John T. Butler 
Fla. Bar No. 283479 
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·EXHIBIT 1 




Docket No. 12000t-EI 
Potential Stipulated Positions on Outstanding FPL Issues 

ISSUE 2C: 	 Should FPL's proposed fuel factors for the new RTR-l Rider be approved? 

Stipulation: 	 In its mte casc, Docket No . 120015-£1, FPL proposed a new optional residential 
time-of-use base rate rider, RTR· 'I. Under the RTR-l Rider as proposed in the 
rate case, the standard residential base energy and fuel factors wil~ be adjusted by 
applying adders to reflect on-peak usage and credits to reflect ofT-peak usage. 
The RTR-I Rider was approved at the commencement of the hearing by the 
Commissioners as stipulated Issue 146. Prior to the evidentiary hearing in Docket 
No. 120015-£1, FPL, FIPUG, FEA, and SF1lllA entcred into a proposed 
settlement agreement which they presented to the Commission as a proposed 
settlement of all issues in Docket No. 120015-EI. The RTR-I rider is also 
included in the proposed settlement agreement between FPL, FEA, FIPUG and 
SFHHA as Tariff Sheet 8.203 . The Commission will not have reached a decision 
and issued a final order in Docket No. 120015-EI prior to its decision in this 
Docket No. 120001-EI. However, both the stipulation and proposed settlement 
agreement contemplate that the RTR-I rider will become effective after FPL's 
billing system has been modified to accommodate the rider, which FPL expects to 
be completed in mid-2013. In Docket No. 120001-EI, FPL has provided fuel 
factors that correspond to both the RST-I base rate and the RTR-I rider. 

Accordingly, staff rec{)mmends that the Commission approve the fuel factors for 
both the RST-I base rate and the RTR-I Jider subject to the following limitations. 
The existing residentialtime-of·use base rate (RST-I) will remain in effect until a 
final order has been issued in Docket No. 120015-EI approving the RTR-I Rider. 
Staff recommends that The Commission direct FPL to apply the fuel factors for 
the RST-I base rate until the RTR-l rider goes into cffect tlfl6fHi")llowing ~~__ ­
issuance of the fmal order in Docket No. 1200 15-EI, and then to switch to the fuel 
factors for the RTR-I rider with respect to customers who clect to take service 
under that rider. 

ISSUE 24B: 	 Should an adjustment be made to transfer incremental security costs from the 
Capacity Cost Recovcry Clause to base rotcs? 

Stipulation: 	 The issue of the transfer of incremental security costs to base rates is in Issues 67 
and 68 in thc pending rate case in Docket 120015-EI. Since the Commission will 
not have reached a decision on this issue in the rate case prior to the decision in 
Docket 120001-EI, incremental security rates should be treated per the terms of 
the Stipulation and Settlement Agreement approved in the prior FPL rate case, 
Docket No. 080677-EI. OI1~~ I!.~ Jc<bit:lJ. lt~ 1:!':_1i Ill_de 8) tl:.? CeAII:3i:;~it:11 ill 
Dtld,,~l }If . ~1~1-6r-in-tl'e~11 RJ+.,-int(,krnellb .t"l~I~A\:r.:ujc F"i",' 

Comment [Al]: As noted oIxw•• cllC RTR·! rider 
"kely "''''''I!<> ;..... dftctimmcdiaicly upon 
oppll\'ld b<clnlS<>of lhc: b,Uing s)'Stem chenses m. 
.....t '0 be made fine 



ISSUE 24C: 

Stipulation: 

ISSUE 24D: 

Stipulation: 

In Il Cl'lllflfl-i itlll Jed!:lien ill~. fa:! prmiHd h) Seetil.'tft--3{~~ 
F.S.), ,h~re is a petelltial fur I PL M reeO\'<'f its iflefeEnr:!llltl l "Ctitlfit) c65!~ iR 1;1t:llk 
loa".! FdiC!!> <!At:! iR Ih~ Edfaeil~ Zt.S! ra.".\:!", li:tc!(lfS. .\e~ft'!lngl). Any over 
recovery resulting from the timing of the Commission's decision in Docket No. 
120015-EI related to this issue will be handled through the regular true-up process 
or by mid-course correction. 

What amount should be included in the capacity cost recovery clause for recovery 
of jurisdictional non-fuel revenue requirements associated with West County 
Energy Center Unit 3 (WCEC-3) for the period January 2013 through December 
2013? 

The Commission will not have addressed or reached a decision in Docket 120015­
EI, until after the date of the Commission's decision in Docket 12000\-EI. The 
costs associated with the WCEC-3 should be treated in accordance with the terms 
of the Stipulation and Settlement approved in Docket No. 080677-EI, the prior 
FPL rate case. :-+l~tN-ien tlfltl SeHlelHo:!nl '\grzcl1lelH !if1flre ..·zti in DElel(~~ 
~07 ~I e61\tell1platM--lh~--tffio!it fC!EOh'ry (If the FeleAltC! reqLliremenb 
asse~iftle.J wit-h W(:·EC ;; \\rOO~~R~ flu:! SIl,ril1~5-,;re!lld l:Jy lhi~ 

f'"/ufll. Stftl"f fec8ffim~flt:b 1:Illll Ike feeeYel'!> lilFtlI:lg/1 the li:te I elBI:l5t? er revznltt!' 
l·ec:juil'CmenLJ lli~ WCEC 3 liflliled by fuel .'6~jAg) eentit1tle-until the Commission 
renders its ltfttth..r.J..t:...Je iSllln ·n Docket No. 12001S-EI. From the date the 
Commission renders its decision in b""acket No~ 120cf1S.:t"iforward, the-C"ollcctlon·­
of revenue requirements for WCEC-3 will be as directcd by the Commission in 
Docket No. 1200JS-EI. lIe\'fi!~·~F. there is a FtlhmtiHl lar IPr Itl f~efl'15 it I 
Fe' <:fll:le RE!l:IifeA\eIlL~ rer ,-"el::;( 3 in l>(l1:Il bll5J retes end in Ihe eal)aeil} taC!tll'G 

lillti l FPl. tlIFAIIg+J It mid CBtlF!." ee~~~h~1 II;: \:If' !l~t'~ 
e~-ltlrefl~ t th~ ('em~r:"'~11 in nll~I...~I1>ltl . 12(m1S PI, 
~~tafT recommends that the Commission direct that any over or 
under recovery resulting from the liming or tile Commission's decision in Docket 
No. 1200l5-E1 related to tbis issue be handled through the regular true-up process 
or by mid-course correction. 

If the Comm ission approves the Proposed FPL Rate Case Settlement Agreement 
that was filed in Docket No. 120015-EI on August 15,2012 (the "Settlement 
Agreement"), should the Commission approve FPL's proposed GBRA factor of 
3.527 percent for the Canaveral Modernization Project? 

The Commission will not have addressed or reached a decision in Docket 120015­
EI, until after thc date of the Commission's decision in Docket 120001­
EJ. Accordingly, the Commission should reserve ruling on this issue until the 
Commission has issued its final order in Docket No . 120015-EI at which time the 
Commission ~shmlld schcdule a decision on this issue for a regular agenda 
confcrcnce that \YuulJ permi t thl! arproved CiFlRA JULtllr lu bl! implelllelllcJ \\ht!11 

_ - Cocmnenl: [A2): rh•• ,WOlelllences ....mlobe 

":fann~ll)1he"",,,o PC'"' In lime.'" Fl'l.don nOll	undtrSlJlnd whylb. Ii... n::f.... lu the"'f1lUll 01"<1...•• 
while lho occolld r.fer"o th."declliOll .­



the CJIl \'1'r.l1 ~ fodemi/3tioll Project guC'i into ~er\ jc~ J}1~ _d(!~i~ig~ g~ !hjs_Ls~u~___­
will be based on the record established in this docket, Docket No. 120001-El. 

comment [All : Thi.,. F1'L". _atlon 10 
pro d. IlUldaucc lIS (~ Ih. nerd for Ih. Commission 
IQ "01 in "mo for lIle GBItA fa<lor 10 be 
Implemented by the in-..r" cc dOl. fo< I ~.l'''';'''t.","i,," i. on,icipn<d 10 be ""rty June NI] 


